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CHAPTER I 
STATEMENT OF PROBLEM AND REVIEW OF RESEARCH 
Statement o~ the Problem 
Supervision can and should be the most important 
function of a principal. One of the things that effects the 
quality of supervision as practiced by the elementary school 
principal is whether there is a lack of supervision or whether 
there is an abundance o~ supervision. Thus, it is the pur-
pose of this thesis to attempt to discover the degree of free-
dom allowed the elementary school teacher by her supervising 
pri ncipal in her classroom and in her daily work. If the 
degree of freedom allowed can be discovered, this could be 
compared with what is the ideal according to educational au-
thorities. This comparison could be an aid in helping the 
principal and the teacher improve supervision and t hus im-
prove their school. If the foregoing can be accomplished, 
the ultimate purpos e of education would be closer to realiza-
tion. 
Method 
In attempting to solve t h is problem, the writer 
will first survey available literature to develop a program 
of supervision which would give the teacher the amount of 
freedom she needs to accomplish what she desires, yet give her 
-1-
the kind of help she has a right to expect from her principal. 
The writer does not attempt to present supervision 
in its entirety. He will not attempt to discuss all aspects 
of supervision. Vlhile certain deviations will be necessary, 
each topic will attempt to discover the amount of freedom and 
supervision needed to achieve the objectives of elementary 
education, as it pertains to the elementary school principal 
alone . Techniques of supervision, f or example, might be men-
tioned and discussed, yet the purpose will be, not to set up a 
program of supervision, but only as it affects the teacher and 
the freedom she has in her classroom. 
The second method by which an attempt shall be made 
to solve this problem is by questioning teachers themselves . 
Thus , a questionnaire has been prepared by the writer and sent 
to 300 elementary school teachers in the New England area. 
These questionnaires were sent at random to teachers . No 
choice of selection was used other than that they were all 
taking courses at the Boston University School of Education 
in 1951. 
After the tabulation of the questionnaires was com-
pleted, a comparison was made between the ideals set forth 
in the first part of the thesis with the answers obtained in 
the s econd part of the thesis . This comparison is subj ective 
as the writer is influenced by his own interpretation of the 
literature read and the answers received on the questionnaire . 
2 
Background to Supervision 
Supervision in one form or another dates back to 
the beginning of America as a colony of England. The early 
history of education was a continuous battle to improve in-
Y 
struction. However, it wasn't until the 1800's that schools 
for t eachers were started and in 1839 the first state normal 
school in Lexington, Massachusetts was founded. 
Supervision began in 1654 when the General Court of 
Massachusetts Bay Colony said that the selectmen were re-
sponsible for securi ng only teachers who were sound in faith. 
As towns grew the responsibilities of these selectmen to the 
teachers increased. Thus we can see the v ery beginning of 
superv i sion in the public schools. Actually however, super-
vision, as such, began on a State level and gradually pro-
greas ed to the school level and the subject matter level. 
The place of the principal as a supervisor has not 
always been aa important and demanding as it is today. 
Cubberley~riting in 1923 states: 
"Many principals give their time almost 
entirely to administrative duties and do 
little supervisory work, t hough the latter 
ought to be their most important function. 
Of t hose who do supervisory work , many fail 
to make t heir supervision helpfully cons t ruc-
tive to the teachers supervised." 
1/Gist, Arthur S., The Administrat i on of Su~ervision, 
Charles Scribner & Sons, Boston, 1934,-pp.2 -26. 
g/Cubberley, Ellwood P., The Principal and His School, 
Houghton Mifflin Company, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 
1923, p. 28. 
Although it started early, superv i s i on did not progress too y 
rapidly and Gist says: "Before 1900 it is doubtful if there 
wer e many Principals who a s sumed sup ervisor y duties with real 
professional means." The principal in early years was not y 
considered a supervisor by the teachers but an a dministrator: 
"Before supervision ach ieved its present 
statue , teachers t hought of a supervisor's 
chief duties as holding faculty meeting , vis-
iting classrooms without invitations, and de-
monstrating teach ing. He was considered to 
be the know-all of the educational processes." 
The Importance of Supervision 
The background of s upervision leads one to the im-
portant problem of what supervision means and whom it con-
earns . 
There are probably as many meaning s or def initions 
of supervision as there are educat i onalists. Alth ough t heir 
words may differ, the fundamental principles in their beliefs 
are fairly constant. All meanings stress the importance of 
~ 
the child and educational objectives such as Briggs• : 
"Supervision means to coordinate, stimulate, and direct the 
growth of teachers in the power to stimulate and direct the 
growth of every individual pupil . " 
1/op . cit. p. 30. 
g/Melchior, William T., Instructional Supervis i on, D.C. Heath, 
Boston, 1950, p. 34 . 
~Briggs, Thomas H. , I mproving Instruction, The Macmillan 
Company, New York, 1938, p . 2. 
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Melchior substantiates this definition by stating: 
"Supervision is concerned with every-
thing that directly concerns the further 
development of every member of the faculty 
and student body towards physical and 
social competence." y 
Gist deviates little when he says: "Supervision of instruc-
tion is teacher-guidance and stimulation to secure efficient 
pupil and teacher development ." 
From the meanings of supervision mentioned and many, 
many others read, the importance of supervision to the 
elementary school can easily be discerned . 
With the definition of supervision fairly well agreed 
upon, the writer is lee into a discussion of the importance 
of supervision. Needless to say, supervision can mean the 
success or failure of a s chool f or as Barr, Burton and y 
Brueckner state: "Supervision on the functional service basis 
is a necessary, integral part of any general educational pro-
gram of any specific system." 
The need for supervision was pointed out by y 
Morrison when he said: 
"A study recently made by a committee for 
the Department of Supervisors a.nd Directors 
1Jop. cit p. 9 . 
glop. cit p. 85. 
~Barr, A.S., Burton, William, and Brueckner , Supervision 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., New York, 1947, p. 36. 
!/Morrison, J. c., Current Problems of Supervisors, Bureau 
of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1930, 
PP• 71-72. 
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of Instruction of the National Education Asso-
ciation classified teachers' troubles under 
seven main heads. Number one which caused forty-
three per cent of all the troubles was aims and 
methods of teaching." 
Could any study possibly show a greater need for good super-
vision? 
What is the place of the elementary school princi-
pal in t his important subject of supervision? The Department 
y' 
of Elementary School Principals answers this question: 
"The principal is one of the most import-
ant school officials. His position is a stra-
tegic one as the key to the whole supervisory 
situation in the schools. The chief function 
of the principal is to improve instruction." y 
Briggs goes further when he says: 
"For effective group work there must be 
leadership ••• Without leadersh ip each teacher 
tends to over-emphasize isolated and highly 
specialized learning, presenting it much 
as he was taught or to some extent as he was 
variously taught to teach ••• However active 
the superintendent may be and however many 
special supervisors he may provide, the prin-
cipal still retains the major, direct respon-
sibility for seeing that teachers grow in co-
ordinated effectiveness." y 
Jacobson and Reavis further emphasize the place 
of the principal as a supervisor when they say, "It has 
long been regarded by educational leaders that supervision 
1/Activltles of the Principal, 8th yearbook, Department of the 
Elementary School Principals of the NEA, 1929, p. 159. 
glop. cit. 
~Jacobson, Paul B., Reavis, William c., Duties of School 
Principals, Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1942, p. 515. 
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is perhaps the most important activity and function of the 
school principal. " y 
Kyte sums up the place of the principal as a super-
visor when he writes : 
"Teachers meetings , supervisory bul-
letins , demonstration lessons, as well as 
individual conferences,should be planned 
primaril y to stimulate the teacher in pro-
fessional development." 
Certainly the answer to the opening question can 
only be that the principal must not be just a supervisor but 
if he is to be a "good" principa~ he must be an excellent 
supervisor, and supervision must be the primary duty of his 
position. 
The Purpose of Supervision 
Consideration of the meanings for supervision 
stated in a previous chapter leads one to a broader dis-
cussion of the purpose of supervision. The main purpose of 
supervision by the principal is, of course, the improvement y 
of instruction; Humbert puts t h is very clearly when he writes: 
"The improvement of the instructional 
program will be the primary task of the 
principal. He will see the need of faith 
in classroom teachers to do a good job . 
Teachers in his school will be free to do 
almost anyth ing wh ich they t h ink is good 
for the youngsters at the time. " 
YKyte, George c., The Principal at Work, Ginn and Co . , 
Boston, 1941, p . 32~ 
2/Humbert, Gordon G. , The Future of the ElementarJ Principal-
~' National Elementary Principalship, Vol . XXX 3, Dec . 1950 
p . 7 . 
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The duties of a principal as a supervisor have not y 
always been undertaken : 
"During the past twenty years the 
elementary school principal has stood at 
the very storm center of rapidly changing 
points of view in education. 
In the past the elementary school 
principal too often has prided himself 
on mechanical efficiency in the operation 
of his school. Smoothness in operation 
often has been made an important objective 
in itself, with the result that children, 
classroom teachers, and parents have 
fearedthat they might interrupt the smooth 
administration of the school." y 
In addition to improving instruction Gist gives 
four other closely correlated objectives of supervision: 
"To improve teachers; to stimulate the 
teacher to grow in service, to enlarge her 
viewpoint; to develop pupils and to conduct 
research studies." 
3_} 
Jacobson puts these same ideas in different words 
when he lists six major activities of supervision: 
" 1. Helping to develop educational aims or 
objectives 
2. Helping to develop subject matter or content 
3. Helping to develop teach ing methods and 
procedures 
4. Help ing to adjust the teacher to the community 
1/The Elemen~ar~ School Principalship-Today and Tomorrow, 
~7~yearbook,asn1ngton, D. c., National Education Associa-
tion, 1948. 
~Gist, op. cit. PP• 85-98 
~Jacobson, op. cit. p. 509. 
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5. Helping to provide for individual differ-
ences of teachers 
6 . Helping to evaluate the supervisory program. n y 
No wonder Jacobson goes on to say: 
"It has long been regarded by educa-
tional leaders that supervision is perhaps the 
most important activity and function of the 
school principal , and therefore, the elemen-
tary school principal should spend over half 
his time in supervision. " y 
In commenting on the purposes of supervision Briggs 
lists seven negative principles of supervision : 
" 1 . Supervision should seldom, if ever, be 
arbitrary or authoritative. 
2 . Supervision should not be based on the 
positive power of position or of personality. 
3. Supervi3Dn should never be divorced from a 
constant recognition of the goals of education. 
4 . Supervision should not, as a rule, be l argely 
concerned with the details of subject-matter or 
of instruction. 
5. Supervi sion should not be concerned only with 
the immediate. 
6 . Supervision should never be nagging. 
Y Ibid., P• 515. 
y' Briggs, op. cit. pp. 132-136. 
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7. Supervision should not be impatient of results." 
The principal's part in fulfilling the purposes 
of supervision is certainly a challenge . He must always be 
alert to the needs of his particular school . This point is y 
emphasized by Melchior when he points out: 
"If a supervisor always awaited a need 
felt by teachers, there would in many instances 
be no supervision. Readers, therefore, must 
not misinterpret the statement that techniques 
are employed when a need arises . A good super-
visor develops a feeling of need ••• The supervisor 
by his personal and professional qualifications 
so sets the stage that a teacher asks for the 
service . " 
¥:1 Scott clearly sets forth his ideas on the purpose 
of supervision through the eyes of a principal by saying: 
"I must be ready to help at any time 
in matters of pupil relations, lesson plan-
ning and personal problems . I must encourage 
friendly working relations between all 
teachers of my staf f . I must encourage pro-
fessional growth." 
To sum up the purposes of supervision and the part y 
the principal plays in the supervisory program, Gist 
declares : 
" Principals are expected to improve the 
instruction in their s chools by numerous 
methods . The two most important are good 
administration and helpful supervision of 
classroom instruction ••• He should become a 
professional leader in h is school as well as 
the administrative head ." 
!/Melchior, op. cit . p . 39 . 
g/Scott, Arthur H. , Princi~al and the Operation of the School, 
School Executive, 70:74 S 1 O. 
'ijGist , op . cit . p. 58. 
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In like manner it is stated in a yearbook of the y 
Principals Association : 
"In the future, the elementary school principal 
with imagination and foresight will not plan alone. 
He will work closely with his faculty, and he 
will utilize other available resources in planning 
for children. In fact, if he is to assume his 
responsibility for leadership, the cooperation of 
faculty, students, and community must be secured." 
Methods of Supervision 
The question which now arises is how a principal 
performs h is supervision. The methods which he can use 
have changed a great deal with the improvement of newer 
educational methods. We do not expect the principal to be 
merely an administrator. His primary job today is, of course, y 
supervision. The 21st yearbook of the National Educational 
Association comments as follows on outdated practices : 
"Some years ago the writer visited about 60 
of the national leading principals and on the 
basis of these observations would estimate that 
not more than two out of five were integral fac-
tors in the professional thinking of the teach-
ers. Some were efficient administrators--- they 
set the patterns and expected everyone to conform, 
but in no sense did they ml ngle their thinking 
with that of the entire faculty." 
!/27th yearbook, op. cit. p. 11. 
2/N.E.A. Dept. Elementary School Principals, 21st yearbook, 
1.942, p. 244. 
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Bartley in an unpublished masters thesis written in 1928 
lists five duti es whichwould be unacceptable without quali-
fication: 
11 1 . Planning the daily building program 
2. Determining specific methods of classroom 
instruction 
3 . Selection of textbooks and supplies 
4 . Determining time allotments of studies 
5 . Determining content of studies . " 
This list is contrary to modem Educational thought 
for it does not mention or consider the teachers part what-
soever. 
These statements lead us to the most important 
asp ect of supervision by the principal, and that is that y 
his supervision must be democratic and cooperative : 
"Changes and discoveries in the last 
twenty years show that the school adminis-
trator has a different and greater role to 
play than that of the top of an authoritarian 
pattern of relationship all the way down the 
line . His role has shifted to that of a 
democratic leader. There is greater recogna-
tion of the instructional situation as the 
central core around which all other phases of 
school operation revolve . Administrators think 
of the whole staff as a team, a functional unit 
working on a commom problem. They are not 
jealous of power . They delegate responsibility 
1/Bartley, M. E. , The Principal and Her School, Unpublished 
Masters 'l'hesis , Boston University, Boston, p. 4. 
g/Skogsberg, A. H. , 11 Trend in Administration is Toward 
Democratic Leadersh ip," Nations Schools, 43:37-8 , March, 1949 . 
12 
and authority freely. They utilize every 
opportunities for co-workers to have their 
place in the sun ••• The school principal, 
the classroom teacher , and consulting serv-
ices form a sort of combat team. Leader-
sh ip is becoming increasingly coordinative and 
less directive." 
The term democracy in social studies is most diffi-
cult to define. In education it is probably even more so. y 
March points out: "The term democratic school has been 
kicked around by some administrators who either practice 
power politics or overdue democratic procedures." 
Thus we face the problem now of clarifying the term y 
democratic supervision. Gist contrasts democratic and auto-
cratic as follows: 
Autocratic 
1. Leadership of teachers 
through appeal to fear 
of higher authority. 
2. Repression of inter-
ests, enthusiasms, in-
dividualities, and 
opinions. 
3. Emphasis upon strict 
rules and regulations, 
administered in a dic-
tatorial and arbitrary 
regime. 
4. Emphasis upon routine 
passiveness. 
Democratic 
1. Emphasis upon harmonious 
supervisor-teacher coopera-
tion. 
2. Inspirational leadership 
which respects and develops 
the personality, abilities, 
and enthusiasms. 
3. Emphasis upon interests, co-
operation and helpfulness 
wh ich results in a happy, 
pleasant regime. 
4. Emphasis upon human factor. 
yMarch, L. s., "What is Democratic School Administration," 
School Executive, 68-42-5, May, 1949. 
2_/Gist, op. cit. p. 103. 
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There was a time when supervision was expected to y 
be autocratic . This was common in 1893 according to Walker : 
"In 1893 a movement in education cen-
tered attention on supervision, on superin-
tendents, and on principals as the salvation 
of the schools. The supervising principal 
too often decided what was to be taught, how 
much, and why. The teachers were to do as 
directed. " 
Why did the character of supervision change? The Department y 
of Elementary School Principals declares: 
"Supervisi>n by authority has seldom 
been effective . The nature of the super-
visory process is such that results are 
achieved most effectively through coopera-
tion. Only in extreme cases where the 
welfare of the learner is clearly jeopardized 
is the use of authority clearly justified. 
Even then it must be regarded as a last re-
sort and not a commendable method." 
The implications of autocratic supervision are 
clearly stated by many authors . The Department of Elemen-
Y 
tary School Principals proclaims: "The tyranical principal 
can not fail to develop tyranical teachers. Teachers will 
have faith in themselves in the same degree the principal 
has faith in them. " y 
Katterle maintains: 
"Maximum growth and further progress 
will be difficult if not impossible unless 
the school administrator creates an atmos-
phere in which all concerned can t h ink and 
act under the stimulus of democratic leader-
:gwalker, E. G. , "Teachers in Revolt," School and Society, 
5 : 458- 461, June 21, 1947. 
g/lOth yearbook, op. cit., p . 166. 
3/8th yearbook, op. cit., p . 360. 
#/Katterle,Zeno B. and Patterson Don. S . "Administration Fo-~used on Instruction" Educational Leadersitip 1 5:422-8,April , l948. 
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ship. The individual control exercised by 
many administrators is acting as a barrier 
instead of a stimulus to group interaction." 
The implication of autocratic supervision has a tre-
Y 
mendous effect on the classroom teacher. The lOth Yearbook 
states: 
y 
by Bahn : 
"The teacher's experience in teach ing 
has often fitted her poorly for a free 
environment where she is expected to do 
creative work. Principals have bent teac-
ers to their own way of doing and thinking. 
Supervisors have tended to standardize in-
struction." 
gj 
Beale claims: 
"A teacher's freedom is often endangered 
because the principal feels that it is a 
teacher's place to obey orders and not to 
question much. The general climate of 
schools and the undemocratic rules under 
which they are administered tend to make 
principals autocrats and teachers yes men." 
Another effect upon the teacher is clearly described 
"The alert principal will be search ing 
continuously for opportunities for using 
teacher leadership. Too often a teacher 
fails to find the satisfaction he has a 
right to expect in his job simply because an 
1/lOth Yearbook, ££• cit. p. 243. 
g/Beale, Howard K., Are American Teachers Free, Charles 
Scribner & Sons, New York, pp. 602-663. 
~Bahn, Lorene A., "Releasing Teacher Leadership," 
Educational Leadership, 5:155-8, December, 1947. 
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administrative officer has not learned that 
leadership is someth ing very different from 
directing or pushing or pulling people into 
either belief or action. " 
What can a teacher do when she is under the command 
of an autocratic principal? Conformity is the only answer y 
for Beale states: 
"Often a principal can call a meeting 
of teachers to "discuss" some measures of 
vital concern to them, make his own views 
known, awe the opposition lnto silence, and 
actually get a unanimous vote of approval 
for something the majority of teachers oppose 
---all because it is unwise to cross the 
principal in anything he wants." 
This results in belittling the teachers personality y 
and attitudes as Wiles maintains: 
"It has been found that: a g r oup with 
a harsh, dominating official leader is 
characterized by intense competition, lack 
of acceptance of all members, buck-passlng, 
avoidance of responsibility, unwillingness 
to cooperate, aggression among members and 
towards persons outside the group irritability, 
and a decrease in work when the supervisor is 
absent . 
A group with a benevolent autocrat for 
an official leader loses initiative, shows 
regression to childlike dependence, becomes 
increasingly submissive, does not continue 
individual development~ cannot accept added 
responsibility easily. 
1/Beale, H. K. , op . cit . p. 602 
g/Wiles, Kimball, Supervision for Better Schools, Prentiss 
Hall, Inc., New York, 1950, pp:-I3S- l36. 
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Another question arises on the autocratic super-
visory principal and that is: How can a teacher teach and y 
live democracy under such a leader? Dunne g ives an excellent 
answer to this pertinent question when he writes: 
"Teachers who must impart lessons in 
living and participating in a democracy are 
themselves often ruled by the most archaic, 
autocratic and arbitrary methods imaginable. 
Although the teacher is a basic and indis-
pensable unit of our educational pattern, 
in most communities he does not have oppor-
tunity to participate in the f ormulation of 
the policies of the school system. In too 
many cases, the announcement of a n ew policy 
is the first inkling a teacher has that a 
change is contemplated." y 
Jones corroborates with the above opinion when he asserts: 
"Time and again teachers say that 
their principals are dictators. This 
feeling does not make f or good rapport 
in human relationships. It destroys 
democracy at its grass r oots and makes 
leadersh ip ine ffectual." y 
Bahn sums up the opinions and the implications of 
this question when she maintains: 
"Willing acceptance of coercion as 
a technique of leadersh ip is still so e vi-
dent in society in general, and in schools 
in particular, that it becomes urgent for 
educators to discover the implications of 
democracy for educational administrators 
yDunne, J. F., "Democracy is Dawning for the Classroom Teachers, 11 
American School Board Journal, 121:30, October, 1950. 
g/Jones, s., "My Boss is an Autocrat," School Executive 69:34 
November, 1949. 
'YBahn, Dorothy c., "Teachers Share in Administration, 11 Edu-
cational Leadership, 5:429-433 April, 1948. 
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if we h ope to retain our democratic way 
of life . The concept of authoritarianism 
is apparent in the school when education 
administration is such that power of posi-
tion is the controlling factor and orders are 
always given 'from above . ' Principals tell 
teachers how and when and what to do." 
Characteristics of Democratic Supervision 
One of the chief characteristics of democratic 
supervision is cooperation. All people in a d emocracy must 
cooperate if democracy is t o be effective; t heref or e, all 
on a faculty must cooperate if democratic supervision is to 
be effective . The principal of course must be the leader 
of this cooperative spirit f or as the Department of Principals 
asserts: 
"One frequen tly hears from pri ncipals 
such statements as : ' Teache rs do not want 
to take responsibility; t h ey prefer to be 
told what to do . ' Such assertions are symp-
tomatic of poor working relationsh ips, due, 
in part at least, to misconceptions of the respec-
tive roles of teachers and principals." 
The importance of the principal as a leader in 
?:! 
this cooperative spirit is brought out by Wyles : 
"A group with an official leader 
who exerts no leadersh ip is disinterested, 
indifferent, lacks purpose or goals, ob-
tains no sense of achievement, and fails 
to produce; a group in which the official 
leader concentrates his efforts on help-
ing the persons for whom he is responsible 
1/21st Yearbook, op. cit . , p . 495 
?:/Wyles, K., op . cit . , pp . 136-137 
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y 
to operate as a group is characterized by 
cooperation, enthusiasm, acceptance or 
greater responsibility, a sense of im-
portance of the work being done, and a 
recognition among members of the worth or 
each other. 
Und er the g roup approach to leader-
ship, a leader is not concerned with get-
ting and maintaining personal authority. 
His chier purpose is to develop group power 
that will enable t h e grou p to accomplish 
its goal." 
The importance or cooperation is rurther stres sed y 
by Wofrord : 
"The keyword which pernaps most ade-
quately defines the relationship or the 
modern teacher and supervisor is c oopera-
tion. Gone is the traditional concept or 
the supervisor as the person who knows and 
the teacher as the learner---and good is 
the riddance. Each learn from the other 
and both from the children." 
g/ 
Thistle way back in 1929 would agree with that 
statement completely: 
"Teacner cooperation and participation 
in the establisnment of criteria of g ood 
teach ing forms the basis of planning super-
vision by the principal." 
'§/ 
To achieve cooperative supervision Brueclcner 
1/Worrord, K. V., Pe ers in Planning ror Children, Educational 
Leadersh ip, 5:158-161, December, l94~ 
g/Thistle, J. s., Supervision of Teaching An Analytical Study 
of Procedures in Classroom Visitation p~ the Principal, Un-
published Masters Thesis, Boston University, 1929, p. 30. 
'§/Brueckner, Leo J., "Raising t he Level of Democratic Coopera-
tion," Educational Leadership, 5:189-92, December, 1947. 
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lists four steps which constitute the elements of democratic 
cooperation: 
"I Sensing and defining a problem 
A. Any individual can bring or raise 
problems to the attention of group 
or leaders . 
II Considering of methods of a ttach by 
entire group, leading to formulation 
of plan of attach. 
III Carrying out the plan adopted by the group . 
IV Evaluating program by the whole group." y 
Oliver characterizes t his cooperative supervision 
by the principal as follows: 
"Cooperative supervision by the 
principal might be looked upon as that type 
of supervision characterized by: 
1. The coordinating of the many people 
responsible for the guidance of child 
growth and development as related to 
the school program 
2 . \Vhose ways of accomplishing purposes 
have been formulated through free dis-
cussion on the part of all concerned; 
and 
3 . All concerned shall participate in 
the various aspects of the supervision 
Secondly, cooperative supervision is 
psychologically superior. Thirdly, coopera-
yoiiver, A. I ., "The Smal l School Tackles the Problem of 
Supervisbn, Educational Administration and Supervision, 
35-221-230 , April, 1949. 
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tive supervision tends to roster a more 
constructive and more thoughtrul criti-
cism of the supervisory program. Fourth, 
cooperative supervision promotes indivi-
dual growth and all along the line . " 
The importance of cooperation in the supervisory 
.!/ program is further stressed by McGaughy : 
"In his capacity as supervisor , how-
ever, he (principal) should accept the 
same program of action which we have rec-
ommended for those who are given the actual 
title of supervisor . He should work with 
a teacher and her pupils, not as an auto-
crat wh o issues orders and makes demands, 
but as one who joins with them in trying 
to help them to analyze and solve their 
problems . The school must be maintained 
as a fine example of democratic life. We 
must not expect teachers to assume leader-
ship in setting up democratic life in the 
schools if they themselves are a part or 
an authoritarian organization." 
Having maintained that supervision must be 
democratic and cooperative , it is now necessary to bring out 
additional characteristics of this 11 new11 supervision. 
Supervision is changing from that characterized y 
by mere inspection to that of assistance. Melchior describes 
the worthless supervision, which we would like to believe 
is past but which we know is still prevalent, as follows: 
Y'McGaughy, J . R., An Evaluation of the Elementary School, 
~he Bobbs-Merrill Company, N. Y., 1937, p. 71. 
§/Melchior, Vi . 'I' . , £E.• cit. p . 34 . 
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"The supervisor went directly to 
the classroom. There he observed the 
teacher, rather than the children ex-
cept as he observed their obedience 
to the teacher ••• the visit provided no 
inspirational, cultural instruction 
for the teacher's growth. " 
.v Writing in 1934 Gist points out the prevalence 
of undesirable supervision for he says : "Although begun 
as early as 1800 some educators are inclined to believe that 
mere insp ection has not been fully supplanted by construc-
tive, sympathetic supervision. " 
gj 
Jacobson and Reavis list the teachers in par-
ticular who need the assistance of their supervisory prin-
cipal: 
"All teachers need supervisory as-
sistance in reach ing the highest level of 
professional development that it is pos-
sible for them to attain. Certainly no 
one questions the advisability of wise and 
competent supervisory help f or beginning 
teachers . But all too frequent ly inex-
perienced teachers receive practically no 
supervisory help. 
In addition to new teachers who 
need orienting to a school situation, at 
least two kinds of experienced teachers 
need supervisory help . These are the 
experienced, competent teachers who wish 
to increase t heir scope of profes sional 
activity and the mature teacher who is in 
a rut." 
1/Gist, A. s . , ~· cit. p . 27 . 
g/Jacobson, P. B. and Reavis, W. c., ~· cit. pp. 505-506 . 
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y The need for assistance was so great that a com-
mitee at Teachers College, Columbia University, proposed 
that a personal advisor be appointed for teachers, to whom 
they might bring their grievances and feelings of frustration 
and receive the necessary assistance . No one exp ects the ele-
mentary scnool principal to be a "Mr. Anthony"; however, he 
is not ful fil ling the duties of his position unless he can y 
assist the teachers in some of their problems, for Eaves 
declares : 
"With their tremendous opportunity to 
influence the whole direction of elemen-
tary education, the principal must set new 
goals . This means a reexamination of their 
adminis t rative and supervisory practices ra-
t her than just doing the next job . Much 
needs to be done now to imf.rove the elemen-
tary school principalship.' 
This "new" supervision is changing now from that 
characterized by destructive criticism to that characterized 
by constructive criticism. In every phase of life, it is sense-
less to tear someth ing down without replacing it with someth ing 
better. 
This statement is clarified by the Department of y 
Element ary School Principals : 
!/New Challenges to Education, November, 1946, Metropolitan 
School Study Council, Teachers College , Columbia University. 
2/Eaves , Robert . W., "Improving Leadership," National 
!lementary Principal , Volume XXX No . 3, December, 1950, p . 2 . 
YlOth Yearbook, £E• cit. pp . 244- 245 . 
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"Principals and supervisors are 
gradually changing from an ideal of 
standardization through authority to 
one of creative supervision through 
leadership. There should be no des-
tructive criticism unless you, as a 
supervisor, have a c onstructive remedy. 
This statement does not mean that you 
shall hand to the teachers the remedy 
planned for them. Rather is it wise 
to analyze with her the situation, 
point the goal , and leave the teacher 
free to take as many of the steps toward 
the end in view as she is capable of tak-
ing . " 
The results obtained f rom t h is kind of criticism 
s hould be obvious to all principals in a supervisory capacity y 
for the Department of Principals states: 
"The forward-looking principal has 
discovered that staff improvement comes 
through understanding , confidence, en-
couragement , and respect for personali-
ties." 
y' 
Kyte claims, also , that a teacher's classroom 
organization and plan of teaching require constructive 
~ 
criticism and then adds : 
"When each teacher has formulated 
purposes for her teaching , she should be 
g iven an opportunity to present them in 
!/27th Yearbook, ~ cit. p . 12. 
g/Kyte , G. c., ££• cit . p. 115. 
,Yibid. p . 321 . 
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a building meeting for dis cussion and 
constructive criticism. The product 
of the resulting cooperative t h inking 
should be 
1. More comprehensive and practical 
formulation of every teacher's edu-
cational purposes 
2. Better articulation and coordination 
of the staf f's objectives and 
3. A finer working philosophy of educa-
tion in the school." 
Newer supervisory practices are in accord with 
the fact that supervision should improve the methods of 
achieving educational objectives rather than merely a two-
way relationsh ip, between the teacher and the principal. 
As a result planning of a supervisory program in respect 
to what a teacher should do is a necessity. Barr, Burton, 
!I 
and Brueckner substantiate this theory: 
"Planning is a fundamental principle 
of supervision. Supervisory leaders who do 
not develop with their groups plans of some 
sort are towering mental geniuses capable 
of managing complex a ffairs and g roups, 
(2)autocrats (3) hopeless incompetents or 
(4) politically secure appointees who do 
not have to care whether they exercise 
leadership or not." y 
The same conclusion was teached by Russell for 
after an analysis of ten textbooks, it was sh own that the 
authors agr eed that the purpose of the classroom visit 
1/Barr, A.S., etal, ££• cit., p . 123. 
g/Russell, Margaret s., Visitation and Conference as a Technique 
of Supervision, Unpublished Master 's Thesis , University of 
Pittsburgh, 1933, p . 22. 
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should be to improve teaching and that it should not be to y 
rate the teacher. In addition it was concluded that the 
teacher should know the objectives of the visit and the 
standards by which conditions are to be evaluated. Thus, 
in this kind of supervisory program, random or surprise 
visits have a very small place . 
Principals Attitude Toward Teachers 
By examining closely the supervisory practices 
of the elementary school principal, one can discover a 
great deal about t h e principal himself and his attitude 
toward his teachers . This is most important for if a princi-
pal is to run a school democratically he must begin with 
the treatment of his staff . The first prerequisite would y 
be his leadersh ip, or the way he leads, or as Jacobson 
puts it : 
"The principal who carries on 
supervisory activities is presumed to 
be an educational leader . His super-
vision will be scientific if he uses 
appropriate means to evaluate the 
objectives of instruction. His super-
visory activities should be democratic 
in that he seeks the cooperative effort 
of his staff in planning learning ex-
periences for ch ildren and in carrying 
yrbid, p . 15. 
'ijJacobson, P. B. & Reavis, W. c. , ££• cit . p . 507. 
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them out so that they are maximumly 
successful . " 
This leadership must make a teacher f eel that he 
is a part of his school; therefore, this leadership must be 
y' 
equal in reg ard to all teachers concerned or as Hand states: 
"Principals and superintendents 
have much to dow ith making a teacher 
feel that he doe s or do es not belong. 
They are in a position to grant freedom 
or impose restrictions in reference to 
teaching methods and materials . '!'hey 
can either give or withhold the super-
visory and other •front office• help 
that teachers need . They can apportion 
the workload either fairly or inequitably. 
They can, in s hort, do much to make either 
better or worse the situations which seem 
so linked t o teacher morale . " 
Once a part of the school system, a teacher 
should automatically assume certain rights and these rights 
should not be violated by her principal . This principle 
is clarified by the Department of Elementary School y 
Principals : 
"The chief responsibility for re-
sults in individual classrooms is placed 
upon the teacher. She works directly 
with the learners, while every other 
officer must reach the learners through 
her . The teacher, therefore, holds the 
. . 
most strategic posit~on in the entire 
school system . If she fails, all others 
who have responsibility for the results 
yHand, Harold c. "What .Makes for High Teacher Morale", 
Educational Leadership, 5:279- 280, January, 1948. 
g/lOth Yearbook, ~· cit. pp . 165-166. 
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in her room also fail. The moment the 
principal attempts to assume the respon-
sibilities that belong to the teacher, 
confusion and inefficiency are certain 
to arise ." y 
The Department goes on to say: 
11 The teacher occupies a position that 
must be regarded as fundamental in the 
school. The supervisor sh ould never 
attempt to assume the functions that 
rightfully belong to the teacher. Any 
conduct on his part that tends to inter-
fere with the teacher's control of the 
class is a direct injury to the class-
room work." 
If this is so than it would be impossible for the 
principal to assume the attitude that "I am the only author-
ity in the school." y 
that: 
Beale warns us of the implications by saying 
"There is no more serious obstacle 
to progress than the principal who insists 
on teachers doing everything exactly in 
the way he prescribes; who will not 
permit a teacher to t h ink for herself. 
Against t h is peril he must be constantly 
on his guard. When it becomes or threat-
ens to become a real peril, it is one of 
the firs t duties of the superintendent 
to step in and secure to the class teacher 
that reasonable liberty of thought and 
action, without which no teach ing can be 
1/Ibid., p. l70. 
g/Beale, H. K., ££• cit., p. 177. 
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effective, no system of schools can be 
progressive." 
If then the principal plays the part of the edu-
cational leader and not that of "the authority," h is super-
vision and attitude will show a genuine respect fort he 
teacher as a human being and not as a puppet whose every y 
motion is controlled. For as Beale maintains: 
"Moreover the teacher is not a 
machine. He must be able to adapt his 
methods to the conditions under which 
he works, to his own personality, to 
the talents and characteristics of his 
pupils." 
y' 
Reavis feels that: 
"Those who teach as well as t hose 
who supervise are intelligent people 
with ideas, initiative , common sense 
and responsibility. oat teachers today 
are in a position to know what it is all 
about, and their contribution to the 
planning , doing, using, and judg ing are 
as important as t hose of anyone in the 
school system." 
Thus, if a principal respects the rights of teach-
ers, he must show t h is respect with action, not merely with 
high-sounding phrases. Two fundamental ways of s howing 
t h is respect are one, by praise of a job well-done and two, 
by inviting teachers to express t heir opinions in policy 
!/Beale, H. K. ~ cit. p. 4. 
g/Reavis, William c., editor, Educational Administration, 
University of Chicago Press, Chicago(l946) Volume IX p. 134. 
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y 
formation. Cooper comments on both of these: 
"In working toward change, the 
principal's role is a crucial and 
difficult one. Teachers are sensi-
tive as to whether principals react 
to constructive as well as negative 
criticism. They seem to want parti-
cipation by their principal, but on 
a level of mutuality rather than one 
of status leadership . Administrative 
leadership is most productive when it 
functions through the psychological 
processes which motivate the desire 
for improvement on the part of members 
of the faculty. 
Effective administrative leader-
ship recognizes that there is a dif-
ferent school, psychologically for 
each member of the school staff and 
for each pupil." 
Fitzsimmons comments are most pertinent on this 
subject of treating teachers as equals: 
"Progress can be made in democratic 
living if principals and teachers will 
remember that t hey are members of the 
same profess ion; co-workers in different 
but related capacities, in a common enter-
prise; that they should share responsi-
bility for the same individual pupils." 
A sign of the acceptance of the teacher as an 
equal is allowing the teacher not only to run her classroom 
but to tryout ideas wh ich she believes are workable. It is 
1/Cooper, Dan R.,editor, The Administration of School for 
netter Living, University-of Chicago Press , Chicago, Illinois, 
1948. 
g/Fitzsimmons, M. L., "Teacher Looks at Democratic Administra-
tion, " American School Board Journal 115:13-14, December, 
1947. 
30 
.v 
a crying shame when the Department of Principals writes: 
"one often---all too often---hears 
teachers say in substance: 'I would like 
t o try out some ideas of my own, but my 
principal will not permit variation from 
one classroom to another. We teachers 
would get along very well if we were just 
let alone.•" 
Y' Or when Beale writes: 
"Superintendents and principals 
usually testify that they urge teachers 
to express views. ~any do urge t hem. 
Many even think they heed teachers. 
Teachers under these men tell a very 
different story. As long as they agree 
with the administrative officer, they 
are encouraged to talk. But somehow 
the qualities that make an administrator 
usually lead him to push his own pro-
gram through without any real teacher 
partic i pation. All too often unconscious 
contempt for mere teachers makes him s eek 
the teacher's opinion from mere benevolence 
or a feeling that teachers will be more 
contented and less troublesome if you let 
them think they are helping run things 
rather than from any real desire to 
hear the teacher's views or have his as-
sistance. Teachers are usually women, the 
administrative officer is often a man. 
Th is element further weights his domination. 
Teachers' meetings generally are dull af-
fairs in which the majority of teachers, 
t h ough long habit of following directions, 
have few ideas; t hose who have, feel it 
wiser to keep still. They have become dis-
courag ed into silence by experience, which 
!/21st Yearbook, ££• cit., p. 495. 
2_/Beale, H. K., ££• cit., pp. 330-331. 
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has shown suggestions to be futile. 
The talking is done by those seeking 
favor with n igherups by supporting 
what it is known they want. Most 
teachers associations are completely 
dominated by school administrators 
who are not teachers at all . " 
.!1 
Walker also comments on this subject of treating 
the teacher as an educational inferior: 
11
'i.'here are causes of teacher unrest 
not connected closely with finance . One 
such cause is what might be called the 
intellectual isolation of the teacher . 
Aside from teaching, little use is made 
of her intelligence, judgment or experi-
ence . All too frequently she is expected 
to carry out policies decided by super-
vising off icials without granting her 
a voice in the decision or the back-
ground discussion leading thereto . " 
To anyone who doubts the advisability of consider-
'§ 
ing a teacher as an educational equal, Briggs says: 
"Supervision of teachers differs 
materially f rom the direction of workers 
in industry, for teachers are on the 
same level as the principal; they fre-
quently have as good academic training 
as the principal, if not better; they 
all have some degree of professional 
training and, for the most part, experi-
ence; they feel assurance of superiority 
in the field of their specialization; and 
they often do not realize the need of help 
1/Walker, E. G. ,_£E. cit . p . 460. 
g,/Briggs, '1' . H., .££• cit. p . 68 . 
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from any outside source, especially to 
forward them toward unappreciated goals . 
!I 
Wiles points out the value of proper treatment 
of teachers for he maintains : 
"If morale is to be high in a staff , 
rules sh ould be kept at a minimum. One 
of the evidences of maturity is self-
direction and teachers want to feel that 
they have professional status and matur-
ity. When a principal lists many small 
rules to govern teachers conduct, the 
impression is given that he doubts the 
professional quality of his teachers and 
t heir abilit j to make intelligent deci-
sions concerning the way teachers should 
behave . Relationships improve as tensions 
decrease . 'l'eachers are under tension. 
Supervisors must realize that they cannot 
hope to work with the teacher on the 
improvement of teach ing unless other 
worries and disturbances are decreased. " y 
Reavis sums up these opinions on treating teachers 
as human beings and as educationals equals when they proclaim: 
"Teachers who work in an environment 
i n wh ich they have confidence in them-
selves go far . Teachers who feel free 
to point out their own difficulties are 
likely, with the help of a sympathetic 
supervisor to overcome them . Teachers 
whose ideas are r espected, made use of, 
and acknowledged , build h i gh morale and 
get r e s ults in any school system . We 
must work from simple beg innings to the 
point where all who must act in a given 
situation have a part in reaching final 
decisions ." 
1Jw11es, K., ~· cit. p . 56 . 
g/Reavis, William., ££• cit. p. 135. 
33 
The other method by which a principal can show 
his teachers that he considers them humans is by praise. 
y' 
The Department of Elementary Principals writing on this 
subject states: 
"'Oh for a word of praise ,• wrote 
one teacher upon a questionnaire about 
administration in general . •If my 
principal would only commend me when 
I have done a piece of good work,' wrote 
another . 'Constructive praise, showing 
confidence, giving credit when due--' 
these were the things, as one teacher put 
it, which g ave me confidence and spurred 
me on to endless effort professionally." y 
Wiles claims that the best praise a teacher can 
get for a job well-done is two- fold---one, personal, audible 
praise and two, recognition of herself as a professional 
person. y 
He goes on to explain: 
"What do teachers want from a job 1 
What can official leaders do to prove 
job satisfactions? A sense of belonging 
grows too as friendliness in the staff is 
encouraged . The off icial leader sets the 
tone . If he is relaxed and friendly, 
others will follow suit . Teachers want 
to feel a sense of progress in their work. 
'l'hey are f rustrated when they do not see 
the res Jlts of their eff orts . Supervisors 
can help provide this satisfaction by 
carrying on a good evaluation program---
not a program bas ed on the supervisor's 
rating of the teacher , but one that gives 
the teacher a chance to see how much growth 
his pupils have made . 
1/2lst Yearbook , 2£• cit. p . 237 . 
g/Wiles , K. , ££• cit. p . 39 . 
~Ibid . pp . 47-53. 
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The desire for recognition is another 
form of the desire to feel important . One 
of t he reasons people work is to obtain 
recognition--- recognition from supervisors, 
from fellow-staff members, and from the 
community in which they live . A job 
gives greater satisfaction when these 
three types of recognition go with it . If 
there is a choice between jobs with dif-
ferent salaries and if the lower amount 
is enough to supply security and comfort, 
most people will choose the lower-paying 
job if it carries enough prestige and 
recognition. 
A supervisor can praise teachers by 
describing the work they are doing in staff 
meetings or through faculty bulletins . 
Names do not even need to be mentioned. 
Equally important is the recognition that 
teachers g ive each other. The official 
leader will want to encourage the types 
of activities through which teachers can 
gain recognition from their fellows . Con-
fidence and respect for teachers, a form of 
recognition , can be s nown in many ways . One 
way is to ask the teacher to assist in car-
r ying on a special project the school is 
undertaking or to repr esent the school in 
the planning of a joi nt undertaking with 
a community agency or another school . Another 
way is to accept the teacher's judgment con-
cerning the classroom situation. 
Teachers like a situation in which their 
opinion is accepted . One of the best forms 
of recognition that any person can receive 
is to have others l isten carefully to h is 
point of view. A person is even more satis-
fied when his opinion is adopted and put 
into action." 
It is the duty of the elementary school principal 
to provide teachers with adequate aid in their problems or 
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y 
as Ryan puts it: 
"It is the responsibility of the 
elementary school principal to maintain 
the high wuality of teaching that comes 
with an alert, energetic and happy corps 
of teachers . He must assist and guide 
his teachers in continuous study and in-
terpretation of the curriculum. He must 
help them plan their work to achieve the 
most consistent growth and development 
of the pupils . He must assist h is teach-
ers in analyzing and solving their class-
room problems . He must anticipate and 
provide materials needed. " 
§/ 
Cooper adds: 
"Effect! ve leadersL_ip provides for 
teachers, in terms of need, a program 
of opportunities f or professional im-
provement in curriculum areas, on the 
one hand where teachers recognize a need 
to improve their competency and on the 
other hand where teachers need a broad-
ened vision before they can appreciate 
the need f or improvement . 11 
'ij 
Reavis says that because of their training and the 
nature of their work teachers n eed less s upervision t han 
most other workers, yet, they need aid and assistance in 
planning improved classroom procedures . y 
The Department of Elementary Principals points out 
YRyan, F. c., "The Principal and His Staff" School Executive 
70:72 September, 1950. 
g/Cooper, D. H., ££• cit . p . 136. 
'ijReavis, w. c. , ££• ~· p . 110. 
!/lOth Yearbook, ££• cit . p . 179 . 
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the duties of the principal in providing assistance t:or his 
teachers when they claim: 
"The principal tnrough his daily 
contacts with the teachers in the school 
frequently sees some of their problems 
in a dit:ferent light . For this reason 
he holds an important place in the de-
velopment of the new teacher, since he 
makes mos t frequent contacts with the 
teacher during the early stages of her 
experience. To a large extent, the 
training that the teacher has received 
is likely to t:orm into det:inite habits 
and attitudes during the first semester 
that will persist for years . If the 
inexperienced teacher does not receive 
the guidance that is necessary to bring 
to fruition her greatest abilities, the 
principal falls to justify his position 
in the supervisory program. " y 
Neeley lists three general areas where a teacher's 
difficulties may lay: 
"1. Poor or weak planning 
2 . Weakness in classroom pert:ormance 
3 . Problems involving individual dif'fer-
ences of children." y 
Brouse lists means by which the principal may help 
the teacher with these problems: 
"1. Personal conference 
YNeeley, Delta P., "Rural Teachers ' Problems and Supervisors' 
Procedures for Dealing with Them," Unpublished Doctorate of 
Education Dissitation, University of California, 1940, p . 146 . 
2/Brouse , Helen, "How Can the Supervisor Be of Help to the 
Elementary Teacher?", Bulletin of the School of Education, 
Indiana University, Volume V, No . 1, September, 1928, p . 47 . 
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2 . Teaching lessons for the teacher 
3 . Intervisiting 
4 . Directing professional study 
5. Holding group meetings 
6 . Arranging for demonsttation lessons by teachers 
7. Tests and measurement of the result of teaching. " 
We notice here throughout all these opinions of 
a principal's aid to teachers that the stress is on assist-
ance, cooperative help , requested aid and there is no men-
tion of a principal telling a teacher what to do . The manner 
in which he gives his direction is just as important if 
not more so than the suggestion itself for it is here that 
he s hows his true opinion and regard for his staff. 
Amount of Freedom in Daily Program 
The writer now comes to the basic problem of the 
thesis wh ich is to discover the amount of fre edom a teacher y 
should have in her classroom. Beale lists many areas for 
that freedoma 
"Violations of the teacher ' s freedom 
of expression and conduct receive more 
comment , but restrictions upon the teacher's 
determination of the processes of teach ing 
are just as numerous . No more important 
problem of freedom exists than the teacher's 
relation to the selection of texts, the 
making of the curriculum, the choice of 
1/Beale, Howard K., 2£• £!!• p . 320. 
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teaching methods, the building up of 
libraries, the inviting of outside 
speakers, free discussion of all the 
faults and virtues of the scnool or 
school system, and his own self-im-
provement while he teaches." 
The first area the writer is concerned with is in 
the daily schedule or program. Who is responsible for its 
formation and how much flexibility should there be in this y 
program? Tidyman• s answer is: 
"The daily or weekly classwork sched-
ule lists the activities or subjects, rec-
ords the time given to each and establishes 
among otner things, their order and rela-
tionships. Being essentially his job in 
the city and elementary school and in 
rural schools, it embodies the teacher's 
philosophy of education and tests his un-
derstanding and skill in practical mat-
ters of class organization. The principal 
may make suggestions or outlLne a tentative 
program, but he reasonably expects each 
teacher to be competent to make his own 
schedule." 
gj 
Dougherty et al point out differences which 
are dependent on the community: 
"The more conservative cities enforce 
quite rigid regulations concerning types 
of daily programs and time allotments, 
while in other cities where the adminis-
trator views program making as dependent 
upon the nature and ability of the indi-
1/Tldyman, Willard F., Directing Learning Throu~h Class 
~1anagement, Farrar and Rinehart, N.Y., l937, p. 86 . 
g/Dougherty, James H., et al, Elementary School Organization 
and Management, The Macmillan Company, N. Y., 1937, pp. 41-43. 
--
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states: 
vidual which it is to serve, tnese regula-
tions are lef t largely to the judgment 
of the teachers. 
Although most theoretical treatises 
specifically state t nat good daily programs 
must be flexible, there is no evidence that 
many of those now in use possess this quality." y 
Reavis gives a most conclusive answer when he 
"The staff of the commission states 
boldly that in those situations in which 
teachers were given an opportunity to use 
their own time and t heir own energy in 
learning to do better what they conceived 
their jobs to be, and when they worked in 
a climate wh ich assumed individual integrity, 
the response was excellent. Subsequent 
experiences in several scnool systems have 
seemed to substantiate this conclusion." 
In a survey conducted by the Department of Elemen-
~ 
tary Principals they found the following results: 
"Today fifty-five per cent of the 
supervising principals report that time 
scnedules are made tnroughthe cooperation 
of the principal and classroom teachers; 
only in about one in ten c ases are such 
schedules made by each of the following: 
superintendent alone, the superintendent 
and principal, and a local school sys-
tem committee. Only three per cent of the 
supervising principals report making time 
schedules alone without the help of others. 
1/Reavis, w. C., ££• cit. p. 91. 
~27th Yearbook, ££• cit. pp. 71-75. 
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City size affects the situation. In 
cities above one hundred thousand in popu-
lation about twenty per cent of the sched-
ules are handled down by the central office; 
consequently, there is less cooperative 
planning by principals and classroom teachers 
(four in ten). In city groups below one 
hundred thousand population, from six to 
seven in ten principals report that time 
schedules are the result of principal-
classroom teacher planning. 
Teaching principals, as a group, 
report that sixty per cent prepare time 
schedules in cooperation with classroom 
teachers. Here again, in the larger 
cities the schedules are determined by the 
central office in twenty to twenty-five 
per cent of the cases. Below thirty-
thousand population, six in ten are free 
to plan with their own staffs. 
It is fair to conclude that there has 
been a substantial increase in the freedom 
of principals to determine, with classroom 
teachers, the daily and weekly time 
schedules of their schools." y 
Cubber~ is of the opinion that the more experienced 
teachers should make their own programs with the principal 
reserving his help for the new teachers. y 
Gist after giving a tentative t ime program believes 
that a teacher snould make out her program and which pro-
gram should be flexible and subject to modifications in the 
1 light of her problems. 
1/Cubberiij, E. P., ~· cit. p. 163. 
g/Gist, Arthur s., 2£• cit. p. 156. 
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Thus, most educational authorities whose works 
were read by the writer concur almost conclusively that 
a daily program should be made by the teacher . Its use 
is for the teacher and that she should be able to modify 
this program in the light of her classroom problems . 
Lesson Plans 
The next area, where the principal's attitude 
toward his teachers , is exemplified by the amount of 
freedom he allows his teachers in the planning of daily 
lessons . By lesson plans the writer means any written 
or mental planning done by the teacher for some future 
use whether it be for a month in advance, a week or even 
a single period. Lesson plans appear to be required of 
most teachers although in varying forms . However, the 
.v 
trend is to allow experienced teachers to abstain from y 
writing them. Cubberley •s ideas are most pertinent: 
" In mapping out the work to be done, 
some form of outline or lesson plan often 
is required, though lesson plans are not 
used today as much as they were twenty 
years ago. The idea has certain good 
uses, but some principals and superintend-
ents carry it so far tha t it becomes a 
YMiller, B. and Rohrs, F. , "Democracy is the Little Things," 
School Executive 70 : 60-2, April, 1951. 
g/Cubberley, Ellwood P., ~cit. p . 391 . 
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a handicap rather than a help ••• some prin-
cipals proceed on the theory that teachers 
generally do not know what they are try-
ing to do, and to correct this they require 
lesson plans for each week, and sometimes 
for each day, to be hand~d in at the office 
in advance. 
This does not mean, though, that the 
young , the inexperienced, the weak, or 
even the strong and capable teachers 
need make no preparation for their work 
from day to day. Requiring written lesson 
plans from good and able teachers, on the 
contrary is a waste of time and energy 
that ought to go to the children." y 
In a study done by Satlow and Raskin, they found 
varying requirements in lesson plans: 
"Some supervisors require: 
Date, class, teachers aim, pupil 's aim, 
assignment for the next day, materials 
required, disposition of homework assigned 
for the day, motivation, presentation with 
pivotal questions or topical outline of 
content, drill, summary, application, and 
criticism of lesson." y 
They feel that lesson plans reflect the stages of 
growth of the teacher . That long, all-inclusive plans 
might be required from the beginner and that they should not 
necessarily be required from the experienced teacher. y 
They also frown upon the non-planner for they 
!/Raskin, I ., and Satlow, I. o., "Supervisor Views Your 
Lesson Planning," Business Educational World, 28-596-691, 
June, 1948, p . 597. 
g/Ibid, p . 598 . 
Y.Ibid , P • 600. 
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conclude that most difficulties are traceable to faulty 
execution and that many troubles which new teachers ex-
perience could be avoided with proper inspection of t heir 
plans . y 
Cubberley would hesitate in having a teacher re-
quired to put in all the above data in their lesson plans 
for he believes: 
"Lesson planning, conference on 
teach ing procedure, demonstration les-
sons, teachers• meetings--all should 
tend toward freeing the teacher from 
the necessity of close conformity to 
set plans and ways of doing things." 
The National Education Association, Department of y 
Elementary Classroom Teachers would agree thoroughly with 
the above statement: 
"School conditions which tend to 
thwart the initiative and originality 
of the classroom teacher are t hose where 
procedures are rigidl y systematized, 
where voluminious instructions and di-
rections are issued in detail from offi-
cials, where courses of study and daily 
schedules are dominating factors, and 
where t h e teacher wh o is most docile and 
most literal in carrying out instructions 
is judged the most efficient. This situa-
tion produces a school atmosphere wh ich is 
not conducive to creative work. It tends 
!/Cubberley, Elwood P., ££• cit. p. 454. 
2/National Education Association, Department of Classroom 
Teachers, 3rd Yearbook, June 1928, p . 112. 
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to create a passive and routine attitude on 
the part of the teacher. It tends to make 
the school an industry, teaching a trade, 
and the teacher a workman. 11 
Many teaching communities limit a teacher's freedom 
.Y' in planning by detailed courses of study. Brown points out 
the difficulties when a teacher is required to follow with-
out variance this course of study: 
"The teacher who follows a static 
printed course of study faces a problem 
which calls for the best usage of her 
professional training as well as the 
best of judgment . The printed course of 
study often lacks in detail in giving 
specific directions because of the lack 
of space, or errs in the other direction 
by mapping out ten times as much work 
in its outline form as it is possible for 
the teacher to present in the limited time 
allowed her . Quite naturally, the makers 
of a text or of a course of study cannot 
know in advance the hundreds of particular 
opportunities a teacher is going to have 
in a specific community with a given g roup 
of ch ildren, for socializing and motivating 
the work in any subject field." 
Plans must be made by the teacher for as the 
gj 
Department of Elementary Principals states: 
"Whatever the teachers in a building 
do for tneir own growth should be planned 
by them to meet needs to which they are 
!/Brown, Edwin J., Problems in Classroom Management , 
Houghton Mifflin, p. 151. --
~21st Yearbook, ~ cit. p. 493. 
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sensitive . Planning should not be done by 
the central staff or by the principal in-
dependent of teachers wh o will be involved 
in carrying out t heir own g rowth activities . " 
11 Cooper would concur with t h is foreg oing statement 
for in his discussion on teach ing materials h e says t h ey : 
"a. are written or planned by the teach er 
for her own use with her own group 
of pupils 
b . are written or planned t o cover one 
spec ific situation 
c . contain individualized approaches or 
s eries of connected approaches , wh ich 
t he teacher es t imat es will be most 
appropriate in introducing subject to 
a particular group of pupil s ." y 
He goes on to say: 
" The actual learning process can 
never be written in advance , since the 
alert teacher shoul d be free to take 
advantage of every appropriate opportun-
ity to assist each pupil ••• Flexibility is 
t h e key note here . In my judgment , how-
ever , careful , advanced planning on the 
part of the teach ing , a dministrative and 
advisory staf f will do much to i nsure the 
v ery fre edom and fl exibility we pr ize so 
h i ghly in the clas s r oom. " 
The above statements do not ins i nuate that the 
principal has no part in this planning or t h at h e has no 
jurisdiction over t h e plans of his teachers . The teach ers 
1/Cooper, D., ££• cit . p . 157. 
g/Ibid p . 157. 
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themselves do not want that for Gist found that 96.6 per 
cent of the teachers he asked answered yes to the following 
question: 
11 Should the principal attempt to 
prevent an unusual emphasis on any of the 
special subjectsi" 
The ideal in the formation of teach ing plans is set 
'Y forth by the Department of Elementary Principals : 
"Many forward-looking teachers col-
leges, at the present time, are trying to 
lead the prospective teacher to learn to 
do through doing, to live naturally with 
children, to exercise h er creative spirit 
in a free and happy environment where she 
is expected to t h ink for herself." 
Freedom in Method 
Probably the one unanimous agreement in educat i onal 
theory is the fact that there is no one best meth od of 
teach ing. As a result, educational authorities contend that 
no one s hould demand a teacher to use any particular met hods 
'ij 
or ~ Beale proclaims: 
11 There is no one best method in 
education, either for all teachers or 
for all students. The wise teacher uses 
different methods with different subjects; 
with dif ferent pupils in teach ing the same 
1/Gist, Arthurs., ££• cit. p. 63. 
g/National Education Association, lOth Yearbook, ££• cit. p.l82. 
'ijBeale, Howard K., £E• cit. p. 368. 
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subject to different students . What is 
the best method in one teacher•sbands may 
be the worst in an other •s." 
y' 
Tidyman would concur for he states: 
"Within his own room and within the 
general directions given by the principal 
he has the right and the responsibility 
of working in his own way; the principal 
sets up the ends, and the teacher chooses 
his own procedures, methods, and devices 
as means to t hose ends . " y 
The Department of Elementary Principals points 
out t h e inadequacies of prescribing special meth ods for 
it believes: 
"With the passing of time various 
meth ods have been considered effective in 
providing for learning. These have been 
formalized as special methods . The number 
of these have reached a large total . Often 
these methods have not been consciously 
bas ed upon any recognized psychology of 
learning. Some one has found that a given 
procedure produces results . Often texts 
and manuals have been made fo r use with 
the method. Thus it happens that the work 
in many schools is largely controlled by 
such special methods . The supervisor is 
more than a guardian of some special 
method. " 
The principal must play a part in method for 
being a supervisor . It is h is duty to improve the in-
struction in his school or as the Department of Elementary 
YTidyman, willard F., ~· cit . p . 257 . 
g/Department of Elementary Principals, lOth Yearbook, p . 169. 
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Principals states: 
"No principal can improve the con-
dition of the product wh ich passes t h rough 
his school unless he consistently improves 
the metnods of teaching of the executives 
who handle the product." 
This improvemen~ however, must be done cooperatively 
between the principal and the teacher as the Department of y 
Elementary Principals states: 
"In solving an instructional problem, 
the principal cannot dictate any best method 
for the teacher to use . Even t hough the 
meth od may improve the teacher's procedure, 
· better results may b e secured if the princi-
pal and teacher work out a solution which is 
the joint product of their careful considera-
tions." 
'21 Skaith in his study reported that thirty-three 
point eight p er cent of the supervisors he questioned re-
ported that they worked cooperatively with their teachers 
to improve methods of instruction. 
That there is an improvement in the amount of 
cooperative planning done is obvious from the study done by 
1/Bth Yearbook, 2E• cit., p . 459 . 
gflOth Yearbook, 2E• cit . p . 182. 
3/Skaith, Francis , "A Stud~ of the Nature and Amount of 
~upervision Beginning Teac ers in Small Scnool Systems-
ShOuld Receive While Teachin~," Unpublished Maste~s Thesis 
of Colorado State College Co lege of Agriculture and Mechani-
cal Arts, 1936, p . 36• 
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the Department of Elementary Principals in 1948 for it 
states : 
uAs a group, forty-six per cent of 
s upervising princi pals today report that 
specific meth ods of instruction are de-
termined cooperatively by superintendent , 
principal and teacher . Seventeen per cent 
report meth ods chosen by teachers ; t hirteen 
per cent by school committees; ten per cent 
by general and special supervisors; and les-
s er per cents by various individuals or 
gr oups . " 
Of course, there are other restrictions on a 
teacher's method other t h an the ones placed there by her 
supervising principal. While theyare not t h e subj ect of 
t his thesis, the writer feels that they sh ould be mentioned, 
such restrictions as, a domineering school board, an an-
tiquated sup t rintendent, s hortage of money, teachers t hem-
selves and h istorical precedents in the school . An excellent 
discussion of these restrictions has been wri t ten by y 
Howard K. Beale. y 
Beale states that an intelligent teacher who has 
few enough children should not be hindered by a dictation 
of meth od, but mediocre teach ers with poor knowledge of 
t hie subject matter do require regulation by rules . 
!/27th Yearbook, ££• cit. p . 76 . 
g/Beale, Howard K. , Are American Teachers Free?, Scribner, 
New York, 1936, pp. ~-344. 
_;!Ibid., p . 346. 
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This whole problem of freedom in methods can be 
11 
summed up by a statement given by Durrell for he believes: 
"With good teachers little regimentation 
is needed other than in certain matters of 
routine and organization. With poor teachers 
much r egimentation will be needed in all 
areas of teaching." 
Participation in School Policy 
Along with freedom in the dail y program, planning-
and method, a teacher should have a part in the formulation 
of school policy. The most important area here is the 
curriculum. The teacher is the chief user of the curriculum 
and, therefore, should have a part in its creation. The 
values to be gained from such a procedure are tremendous. 
~ Gist claims: 
"As teacher growth is one of the 
chief problems for each t eacher and for 
every supervisor, any activity wh ich 
will contribute to t n is need should be 
considered carefully. There are few 
professional tasks which will contribute 
more to the growth of teachers and 
supervisors than well planned arrangements 
for teachers, administrators and specialists to 
work together upon curriculum construction." y 
The Department of Classroom Teachers corroborates 
ynurrell, Donald D. "Regimentation in the Schools ," lecture 
given at Boston University, December 19, 1951. 
~Gist, Arthur s., ££• cit. p. 223. 
3/National Education Association Department of Classroom 
Teachers, 3rd Yearbook, pp .S-6. 
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the above statement: 
"School conditions which stimulate 
the teacher to greater exertion and 
orig inality are those where the class-
room teacher cooperates in planning the 
school procedures, where opportunities 
for suggest i ons and for active partici-
pation in school administration are pro-
vided, and where contributions by the 
classroom teacher to the welfare of the 
school are fully recognized and encour-
aged." y 
Beale claims that many educators are urging greater 
teacher control over the curriculum because one of the 
constant complaints of teachers is that crowded requirements 
prevent their teaching what they really deem essential. 
What happens when the curriculum is made completely 
?./ 
without teacher participation is stated by Walker: 
11 A wave of curriculum building swept 
the country. Many of these curricula 
provided the teachers with assignments to 
be made, page references to b ooks to be 
used, questions to be asked, tests to be 
g iven. Such curricula made the ~eacher 
a routine clerk." 
In addition to a part in building the curriculum, 
a teacher should have a part in the choosing of their text-
books. Most principals, where they~e free to do so, do 
give the teachers a part but in too many cases the situation 
1/Beale, Howard K., ££• cit. p. 368. 
g/Walk cr, E. G., ££• cit. p. 460. 
II 
52 
is out of his hands according to a survey by tne Department y 
of Elementary School Principals : 
11 42% of supervising principals limited to 
standard list texts 
27~ may add to basic list 
31% may order as they think best . 11 y 
Beale found the same result for he reported : 
"Some textbook committees have teacher 
members, but others are made up entirely 
of politicians or school administrators with 
one eye on political considerations and the 
other to community prejudices . The experience 
of the classroom teacher with vari ous sorts of 
texts is too often di sregarded. In other 
cases, teachers are allowed to choose from 
an appointed list . " 
The principal should allow his teachers, whenever 
possible and practical , to parti cipate in the formation of 
school policy, to actually help determine school organiza-
tion and school routine . 
The gains of such a practice are tremendous . 
Industry long ago discovered the benefits of accepting 
suggestions from employees . y 
Wiles points out the benefits that a principal 
could receive : 
1/27th Yearbook , ££• cit . p . 71 . 
yBeale, Howard . K., ~cit. p . 267 . 
ywiles, Kimball, ££• cit. p . 54. 
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"Teachers want to .feel that they 
have a part inc ontrolling their destiny. 
Jobs give greater satis.faction to a 
person i.f they give him opportunity to 
take part in forming policies tnat govern 
him. Principals can give teachers more 
satisfaction from their job by encouraging 
them to participate in policy- .forming 
committees . As people .feel that they 
have a part in determining policy, they 
gain two typ es o.f satis.factions . They 
know that they are important because they 
have a voice in decisions . They obtain 
recognition because their interests are 
considered by the total g roup . In addition, 
they have a sense o.f purpose and self-
direction. When goals are established by 
the group, t he members .feel a responsibility 
for them and are concerned about achieving 
them. " 
y' 
Hoppock conducted a survey to det ermine what 
possible sugges tions teachers would have to improve their 
superiors . His findings are as follows: 
"Most frequent suggestions are that 
administrators manage in some way to 
give their teachers the feeling that they 
have a part in determining school policy. 
Nd a single teacher sugges ted that t he 
administrator relinquish even a tiny 
bit of his authority. Teachers are quick 
to recognize the supervisor who invites 
suggestions but has no real intention or 
considering them. " 
How could any principal, with such gains attain-
able, use methods which would make achievement of tne 
YHoppock, R. , "As Teachers See Them,", National Education 
Association Journal, 38:534-5, October, l949 . 
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above results impossible~ 
The Effect on Supervision by The Principal's Personality 
It is now pertinent to go into a brief discussion 
on the effect a principal's p ersonality has on his super-
vision and the amount of freedom he allows his teachers. 
Actual ly, this has been the underlying theme of this 
whole paper and everything that has been stated before 
leads to the present topic . 
11 In a study done by McFarlin he found the qualities 
most desirable in a principal were: 
"1. Have faith in his teachers 
2 . Be fair in all his dealings 
3 . Be a source of help , not an inspector 
in the field of supervision 
4 . Be real ly interested in ch ildren 
5. Be a source of inspiration to his 
teachers . " y 
Newsom characterizes the elementary school principal 
as follows: 
11 The role of the principal in the 
modern elementary school calls for an 
1/HcFariin, Thomas H., gualities of Elementary Supervising 
Principals Desired £I Elementary Teacners, Unpublished Master's 
Thesis, Boston University, 1949 , p . 32. 
&'Newsom, N. William and Mickelson, Peter P. , "The Role 
of the Principal In 'fhe Modern Elementary School, " The 
Elementary School Journal, Volume 50, pp. 20-27, September, 
1949 . 
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individual with courage , democratic ideals, 
leadership, and a sense of direction, It 
calls for an individual who can stimulate 
his teachers to professionalize their 
teaching and to provide the best possible 
education for the children." y 
Hoppock's description of the principal differs little 
from those stated previously: 
"The principal is kind , sympathetic, 
and most helpful. He is progressive, 
yet old-fashioned enough to keep an even 
balance. He allows his teachers to proceed 
in such a way that initiative is never 
dulled. He believes in his teachers, 
consequently his teachers give their best." 
If a principal could conform to the above descrip-
tions even in part, the results on the school, the staff 
and education would be most beneficial, and teachers under 
that principal would be allowed the freedom they need for y 
as Beale asserts: 
"Under a principal who combines under-
standing, courtesy, and courage, and who 
does not regard his task as that of a 
drillmaster or a censor of morals and ideas, 
a teacher will have very great freedom. 11 
If one agrees with the above characteristics of 
an elementary school principal, it becomes obvious that the 
job is a tremendous one and that many new duties and re-
Hoppoc , R., "As Teachers See Them," National Education 
ssociation Journal, 38:534-5, October, 1949. 
'ijBeale, Howard K., ~cit. p. 605. 
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sponsibilities are added over the old concept of the princi-
pal . If one agrees, then one also will agree with the 
following statement from the Department of Elementary y 
Principals : 
"What are the appropriate functions 
of the principals in in- service growth~ 
Certainly it is not his job to try to 
make teachers all alike , to tell them 
how to teach or to determine what in-
novations will be made in the school 
from time to time . He is not a teacher 
of teachers in the same sense as they 
are teachers of children. " y 
The Department continues by describing some of the 
responsibilities of the principal other than clerical: 
"The principal will do well to 
bring to his leadership the best 
teach ing methods he can command; to 
rememb er that teaching is the cultiva-
tion of growth, not a stuff ing process; 
to recognize that his main contribution 
must be the cultivation of the latent 
resources of his school community; and 
to remain humble enough to learn from 
pupils, teachers, and patrons and strong 
enough to lead. " y 
Melchior substantiates h e above beliefs for he 
profess es: 
11 The supervisor in education must 
bring to his profession dynamic leader-
ship . He must help teachers develop 
super i or qualifications in themselves 
and in their pupil s . He must not become 
!/Department of Elementary Principals, ££• cit. p . 49 . 
g/Department of Elementary Principals, ibid . , p . 241. 
~Melchior, w. T., ~cit . p. s. 
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so lost in the complexity of schedules, 
of teachers' loads , and of inadequacy 
of materials that he cannot share even 
his knowledge with teachers . " y 
Once again Beale shows the effect of these re-
sponsibilities on the freedom of the staff: 
"Principals who persuade instead of 
command their teache s, who do not tell 
them what to do but talk over with them 
various possibilities of t hings to do 
---principals who themselves believe in 
freedom---not only secure freedom to 
t heir teachers but attain the best school 
for their pupils." 
Conclusion 
What effect would this supervision have on the 
staff, the pupils and the school? The answer to this 
question cannot be stated in one or two words; at this 
time there probably is no complete answer. From all 
available evidence, the answer would appear to be, however, 
that there would be a most benefi cial effect on the school y 
and all conc erned because as Reavis maintains: 
"By creating a stimulating school 
environment for his staff members, he 
can set a force in operation not unlike 
capillary attraction when contacts are 
established between liquids and solids 
in the earth. Ideas like liquids are 
1/Bea!e, Howard K., ££• cit . p . 605 . 
g/Reavis, William c., £E• cit . p. 122. 
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certain to rise from the different line 
and staff levels to the top of the line 
when conditions at the top are conducive 
to their rise . Thus it is possible for 
a principal to capitalize on the creative 
t h inking of his entire s taff by the exer-
cise of democratic l eadersh ip in the 
direction and administration of inst ruc-
tion. " 
Supervision of the type described in this paper 
will lead a principal toward an ideal school . That ideal y 
school could be similar tothe following one which Bahn 
describes: 
"Let's take a look at an ideal com-
munity and its school . This school, being 
a t horoughly democratic one , is free from 
administrative domination. There is no 
regimentation. Policies are determined by 
t he groups most vitally concerned . Re-
sponsibility for arranging the details of 
educational experiences are placed in the 
hands of the s taff . There is no outside 
pressure or interference . Its guiding 
principles are always considered rela-
tive and not absolute . " 
1/Bihri, Lorene A., ££• cit . p . 155 . 
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CHAPTER II 
PLAN OF THE STUDY 
After a careful examination of research in the area 
of administration and supervision, in order to perceive 
and determine the amount of freedom and flexibility an 
elementary school teacher is and should be allowed, the 
writer now turns to the plan of the study. 
A preliminary questionnaire (see Appendix A) was 
formed, tested on thirty-five randomly picked teachers, 
revised as a result of the findings, and then submitted to 
teachers all of whom were taking courses at Boston University. 
The first part of the questionnaire was devoted to 
merely objective information such as, Town in wh ich you 
teach, years experience and size of school. This was done 
to see if later any correlation could be discovered between 
the amount of freedom a teacher was allowed and the size 
of the school, the years of experience, the grade taught 
or other such objective information. 
The next 9 questions in the questionnaire were 
devoted to plans and programs which the teacher may have 
had to make . It was hoped, in these questions, to find out 
how confined and limited to written plans a teacher might 
be . In each question the writer listed objective answers 
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for two reasons: (1) to simplify the filling out of the 
questionnaire and (2) to simplify the tabulation. 
However, space was left when deemed necessary for answers 
other than those that could be classified in the objective 
choices. 
The next 4 questions were devoted to an inspection 
of the curriculum in the hope of discovering whether a 
teacher's freedom was restricted by the limits of the 
curriculum. Thus, question 11 asks what use is made or 
what use is required to be made of the curriculum by the 
teacher and question 13 asks whether the curriculum is 
actually a lesson plan for a teacher in a particular 
community. Certainly, a positive response to question 13 
would be a great hindrance to a teacher in a classroom 
especially if she had no part in the formation of that 
curriculum. 
The next 3 questions concern a teacher's freedom 
with regard to teaching methods. Thus the questions asked 
whether she could use any method and whether she was re-
quired to use some and requested not to use others . Posi-
tive answers in the last 2 of these 3 questions would cer-
tainly indicate that there was a hindrance upon the free-
dom that a teacher requires in her classroom planning. 
~uestions 17, 18, and 19 tried to discern the 
teacher's part in over- all school planning. The teacher 
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was asked whether she had a part in the formation of the 
curriculum and in the selection of the textbooks and, if 
not, whethe r she believed this to be a hindrance to her 
teaching. 
Questions 20 to 25 inclusive were inserted as a 
result of the writer's experience . The writer knows of 
a few instances where a teacher ' s rankbook and planbook 
are inspected and collected at the end of the year for 
use in the rating of the teacher . It was the purpose of 
the questions to discover the extent of that practice which 
is an outright violation of the freedom a teacher has a 
right to expect . 
The next 2 questions concern the supervisory 
visits made by a principal . They were stated so as to 
learn whethe r the visit or the numb e r of visits were made 
in order to limit a teacher's freedom. 
The last part of the original questionnaire gave 
the teacher an opportunity to list any hindrances on her 
freedom other than the ones specifically mentioned and to 
state her opinion on the freedom she was allowed by her 
supervising principal . 
The Revised Ques tionnaire 
After the tabulation of t he original questionnaire 
several revisions were made to improve the objectivity 
and the clearness of the questionnaire . 
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In Part I, the question 
"Principal in charge of more than 
one school was deleted as it merely re-
peated the question 'Principal in charge 
of one school only.' " 
Two questions were added: 
(1) Principal is also a teacher 
(2) Principal---male or female . 
It was thought that answers to these questions 
mi ght show some correlation with the amount of freedom a 
teacher is allowed. 
The phrase, "if you do not object ," was added 
to question 1 in Part I in order to increase the honesty 
of the answers in the complete questionnaire. 
In Part II, the phrase , "or any written plans", 
was added to question 1 to take care of those situations 
where formal lesson plans are not in use. 
In question 2, the alternative answers were 
changed to (a) often, (b) never, and (c) occasionally because 
too many teachers were in situations where (a) by the day 
or (b) by the week were not suitable. 
A choice of "yes or no" was also added to question 
2 for in the original questionnaire several teachers had 
left the question blank. As a result the riter was not 
sure whether that teacher had avoided the question or merely 
none of the alternatives were applicable . Tnis same revision 
was made in several other questions throughout the question-
naire fort he same reason stated above. Therefore, where 
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this revision has been mad~ the reason will not be repeated. 
Six teachers wrote in "substitute" for question 
4; therefore, that alternative was included in the revised 
questionnaire • • 
Question 5 of the original was omitted completely 
for regardless of what answers were given, the writer could 
not correlate it to the amount of freedom allowed. 
In Part III, questions 11 and 12 of the original, 
the teachers were asked to check "yes or no 11 beside various 
alternatives. When tabulation was made the writer was con-
fused as to what a "yes or no" answer meant; thusly, on the 
revised edition parentheses were placed merely for a check-
mark and a blank meant a negative answer. 
In question 12, the phrase "a prepared course of 
study" was added to cover those situations where a definite 
curriculum' has not been formulated or where the term 
"curriculum" is not used. 
In questions 15 and 16, the wr'i ter added "yes and 
no" for the reasons stated above . 
In question 26 of the original (question 25 of 
the revised because one question has been eliminated), the 
phrase "observe you" was changed to" observe your teaching" 
for the reason that many answers in the original concerned 
mere administrative visits rather than supervisory visits . 
In question 27 of the original, the phrase "and 
other supervisory techniques" was added in order to cover 
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all supervisory limitations on freedom. 
In question 28 of the original, 11yes and no" was 
added for the reason stated above . 
Three questions were added to the revised ques-
tionnaire, questions 29 , 30 and 31, in order to reach a 
more satisfactory answer to question 28. Most teachers who 
filled in the original questionnaire did not give an object-
ive enough answer to suit the writer when asked to discuss 
the supervision of t heir principal. The added questions 
read as follows: 
(29) Do you feel that your pri ncipal could 
give you more adequate help by means of 
his supervision? Yes No __________ _ 
(30) If yes, to question 29, what thing or 
t hings would you like him to do? 
a. 
------------------------b. ______________________ __ 
c. __________________________ _ 
(31) Would you rate the supervision given you 
by your principal as: 
( ) 1. Positive, a definite help in 
my teaching. 
) 2. Has no affect that I am conscious of . 
3. Negative, I could do a better job 
if he lef t me alone. 
) 4. Other 
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CHAPTER III 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Analysis of Preliminary Section 
After distribution of the questionnaire, tabulation 
was made on one hundred and twelve which were returned. This 
tabulation is actually divided into two sections, the first 
section preliminary data, the second section amount of free-
dom. 
Careful tabulation was made and as a result some 
answers had to be eliminated as it was not clear to the 
writer what the answer was intended to be. If the answer 
to the question did not f it into any of the specific cate-
gories g iven, it was put into the classi.fication "other." 
Thus all questions in the second part of the analysis con-
tained many r esponses in other which responses will be 
explained under the particular table. 
In the .first section of the analysis, arbitrary 
grouping of years' experience, population, and number of 
teachers in a school was made to simplify analysis. It was 
believed by the writer that these groupings show the trend 
cle~rly enough and that further breaking-down would merely 
be confusing to tne reader. 
In few questions was there received one hundred 
per cent reply as certain teachers chose not to answer certain 
questions. This accounts for the difference in the 11 number11 
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of each question. 
Table 1. Number of years of experience of the teachers 
who completed the questionnaire 
Years Experience Number Per Cent 
1 6 6% 
2 8 7% 
3 20 18% 
4 10 9% 
5 6 6%. 
6-10 20 18% 
11-15 11 10% 
16 or over 28 26~ 
Total 109 100% 
From the above figures that there was a great 
variance in the experience of the teachers sampled. Three 
teachers did not choose to state the number of years experi-
ence . 
It can also be seen that the largest number of 
teachers sampled in the year bracket although the average 
number of years of experience would be considerably higher . 
Table 2. Breakdown of population of Teachers sampled 
Population of Towns 
Under 5000 
5000-10,000 
11,000-20,000 
Number 
8 
5 
29 
Per Cent 
8% 
2~ 
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Table 2. (concluded) 
Population of Towns 
21,000-50,000 
More than 50,000 
Total 
Number 
36 
26 
104 
fer Cent 
100% 
There was a wide discrepancy in this question be-
tween the number who listed the population of the town in 
which they teach and those who listed both the town and 
population. 
The writer attempted to get as many schools under 
different principals as possible and appeared to be successful 
for as the above table indicates there is a wide variation 
of the population of the towns sampled. Also, while about 
fifty per cent of the people did not choose to state the town 
in wh ich they teach, of those wh o did state forty-one differ-
ent communities were tabulated. Moreover, where there was 
a duplication of a community, it could be observed that it 
was a different school in that community. 
It should be stated once again that all communities 
are within commuting distance of Boston and all are located 
in Massachusetts . 
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Table 3 . Principal in charge of one school or more than 
one school 
Number Per Cent 
Principal in charge of 
one school 75 68% 
Principal in charge of 
more than one school 35 32~ 
Total 110 100% 
Over two-thirds of the schools sampled had princi-
pals in charge of one school only while less than one- third 
of the principals in charge of the schools sampled had 
charge of more than one school. 
Table 4 . Number of teachers in the schools sampled 
Number of Teachers 
in Building Number Per Cent 
5 or less 6 6% 
6-10 40 37% 
11 or more 61 57% 
Total 107 100% 
Once again it is indicated that a wide discrepancy 
existed in the size of the buildings in which the sampled 
teachers taught. In one school there were only three teach-
era which was the minimum, while the maximum was twenty-eight . 
69 
In most of the smaller schools the principal was 
either also a teacher or in charge of more than one school. 
Table s. Principal is also a teacher or Principal only 
Number Per Cent 
Principal is also 
a teacher 17 16% 
Principal Only 92 84~ 
•rotal 109 100% 
In over eighty per cent of the schools sampled, 
the principal had the duties only of a principal while in 
less than twenty per cent of tne cases sampled was the 
principal also a teacher . 
Table 6. Principal male or female 
Principal 
Male 
Female 
Total 
Number 
47 
63 
110 
Per Cent 
100% 
In over half of the schools sampled, it was found 
that more than half (57%J of the principals or teaching 
principals were women while forty-three principals or teach-
in~i~pals were men 
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The above information was requested in order to 
determine if the supervisory practices in the elementary 
school were affected by any of the above factors . 
Analysis of Questionnaire - Part II 
The following section includes the analysis of 
the t nirty-one questions in the revised quest i onnaire based 
on one hundred and twelve returns . 
Table 7 . Question 1 : Requirement of written plans 
By the day 
By the week 
Other 
Total 
Number 
48 
43 
20 
111 
Per Cent 
100% 
Forty- three p er cent of the teachers sampled were 
required to make out their plans one day in advance wh ile 
thirty-nine p er cent were required to make them out one week 
in advance . 
Most of the eighteen per cent wh o checked other 
were not required to make written plans of any sort while 
a few had t o make them out two or three days in advance. 
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Table a. Question 2: Checking of Lesson Plan by Principal 
Lesson plans checked: 
Lesson plans unchecked : 
Total 
Number 
46 
55 
101 
Per Cent 
100% 
Fifty-four per cent of the teachers claimed that 
their lesson plans were never checked while forty-six per 
cent had them checked at the following intervals: 
Table 9 . ~uestion 2 : Frequency with which lesson plans 
were checked 
Number Per Cent 
Often 8 12% 
Never 19 28% 
Occasionally 37 54~ 
Other 5 7~ 
Total 69 100% 
Of those who said their lesson plans were checked, 
twelve p er cent said t h ey were checked often or about once 
a week; fifty-four p er cent said t hey were checked occasion-
ally wh icn was an irregular check; and f i ve per cent checked 
other wh ich was once a year. The writ er included i n t h is 
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table the alternative "never" to which twenty-eight per cent 
of the people replied. Th is figure is invalid because if 
a teache r checked "no" in Table 8, he would be repeating 
h imself . As a result some teachers did not check 11 no" 
and "never." 
Table 10. Question 3: Approval of lesson plan re~uired 
before use . 
Approval required 
Approval not required 
Total 
Number 
5 
100 
105 
Per Cent 
100% 
The replies were almost unanimous to t his question 
for ninety- five per cent of the teachers questioned replied 
that they did not need approval of t h eir lesson plans wh ile 
five p er cent stated that approval prior to use was necessary. 
Table 11 . Question 4 : Principal purpose of lesson plan. 
Number Per Cent 
Substitute 60 55% 
Teacher 47 43% 
Principal 3 2% 
Other 0 O% 
Total 110 100% 
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Fifty- five per cent of the teachers sampled claim 
that t heir written plans were for the substitu te while 
forty- three p ~r cent stated their plans were f or t heir 
own personal use . Only 2 per cent of t h e teachers claimed 
that the principal use of t heir writ ten lesson plans were 
for the principal . It should be pointed out t hat many of the 
teachers would make use of these plans even though they 
stated that the primary purpose was for t he substitute . 
Table 12. ~uestion 5 : Change of lesson plan 
Change possible 
Change impossible 
Total 
Number 
103 
2 
105 
Per Cent 
98% 
2~ 
100% 
The teachers were unanimous in stati ng that they 
could ch ang e their lesson plans for ninety- eight per cent 
said they could whereas two per cent said t h ey could not . 
As there were only two teachers who said they could 
not change their les s on plans at will no table for question 
6 is needed for both teachers stated that permission and 
anproval was required from their pri ncipal . 
Table 13. ~uestion 7: Requirement of Time Schedule 
Number Per Cent 
Time schedule required 98 90% 
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Table 13. Question 7: (concluded) 
Time schedule not 
required 
Total 
Number 
11 
109 
Table 14. ~uestion 7: PUrpose of Time Schedule 
Number 
For teacher alone 46 
For principal's use 37 
Other 22 
Total 105 
Per 6ent 
10% 
100% 
Per Cent 
44% 
35% 
21~ 
100% 
Ninety per cent of the teachers stated that they 
were required to have a time schedule while ten per cent stated 
that they did not to have one . Of those who said they needed 
a time schedule, forty-four per cent said that schedule was 
for their use only; thirty-five per cent stated that it 
was for the principal's use . Of the twenty- two per cent who 
checked "other" mos t explained that the primary use was for 
the substitute or for the central office . 
Table 15. Question 8 : Reaction to cnange plan of lesson 
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Number Per Cent 
No particular reaction 63 60% 
Approval 33 31% 
Other 9 9% 
'l'otal 105 100% 
Sixty per cent of the teachers sampled stated 
that there would be no particular reaction if they changed 
their time schedule or lesson plan. Thirty- one per cent 
stated that a pproval of their lesson plan would be obvious 
if the lesson were going well . Of the nine per cent who 
checked 11 other11 most stated that they would have to explain 
to the principal the reason for the change as change was 
against school policy. 
Table 16. Question 9: Curriculum in school 
Curriculum 
No curriculum 
Total 
Number 
88 
23 
111 
Per Cent 
100% 
About three out of four teachers (79%) stated that 
they had a curriculum developed in their school while twenty-
one per cent stated that they had none at all . A few stated 
that they used the curriculum while several stated that they 
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did not have a curriculum in every subject area. 
Table 17. Question 10 : Use of curriculum 
Little use made 
Referral when necessary 
Strict compliance 
Serves as lesson plan 
Total 
Number 
6 
82 
12 
1 
101 
Per Cent 
100% 
Six per cent of the teachers maintained that little 
use of the curriculum was made in their schools . Eighty-
one stated that they used the curriculum whenever they 
thought it necessary and wise . Twelve per cent of the 
teachers stated that it was necessary that they comply 
strictly with the curriculum while one teacher said that the 
curriculum served as the lesson plan in the school in which 
she taught . 
Table 18 . Question 11: Reaction to change in curriculum 
schedule 
Number Per Cent 
Approval 32 41% 
No reaction 39 50% 
Explanation required 2 2% 
Other 6 7~ 
Total 79 100% 
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A total of ninety-one per cent of the teachers 
questioned stated either that the principal would give 
approval or would not be concerned with a chang e in schedule. 
Only two per cent stated that an explanation would be required. 
Of those who checked other, most claimed that it was a system-
wide policy and that the principal had little jurisdiction. 
Table 19 . Question 12: Curriculum serve as lesson plan 
Number Per Cent 
Curriculum serves 
as lesson plan 15 30% 
Curriculum does not serve 
as lesson plan 36 70~ 
Total 51 100% 
Fifteen teacners or tnirty per cent stated that 
tne curriculum serves as a lesson plan while thirty-six 
or seventy per cent stated that it does not serve as a 
lesson plan. The small number who answered the question is 
due to the fact that most teachers write out their own 
lesson plans as was shown in question 1. 
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Table 20. ~uestion 13: Freedom in use of method 
Number Per Cent 
Freedom to use 
any methods 98 92~ 
Not free to use 
any methods 9 8% 
'rotal 107 100% 
Ninety-two per cent of the teachers questioned 
believed that they had the freedom to use any educationally 
sound methods in their classroom While eight per cent said 
they could not use any and all sound methods . 
'!'able 21 . ~ues tion 14: Principal requires certain methods 
Number Per Cent 
Principal requires 
15~ certain methods 17 
Principal does not 
require c,ertain 
85~ methods 95 
Total 112 100% 
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Table 22. Question 14: Specific methods listed by teachers 
required by principal 
Method 
Certain arithmetic methods 
Follow courses of study 
Formal methods 
Audio visual aids 
Basic reading system 
Group work in reading and 
arithmetic 
Expression in writing 
Unit method 
The methods supervisor 
advises 
Repeating books when 
completed. 
All subjects must be 
taught to whole class 
Definite art instruction, 
no free expression. 
Pupil teacher planning 
Democratic procedures 
Prog rams based on out-
growth of class work 
McKee reading 
Additive subtraction 
Phonics 
New arithmetic metnod 
Meet standards of grade 
level 
Total 
Frequency 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
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The above table lists in the teacner s own words 
the spec i fic methods wh ich they claim tney are required to 
use . No attempt was made to combine any of the statements 
unless the exact wording was used in any one case . 
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Table 23. Question 15 : Does principal frown upon c ertain 
methods? 
Number Per Cent 
Principal frowns 
12% upon certain methods 14 
Principal frowns 
88% upon no methods 98 
Total 112 100% 
Twelve per cent of the teachers interrogated said 
that their principal frowned upon their using certain 
methods while eighty- eight per cent stated that their 
principal did not f rown on any metnod whatsoever . 
The following table lists specif ic methods that some princi-
pals did not encourage their teachers to use . No attempt 
was made to combine any metnods unless the exact same 
wording was used by more than one teacher . 
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Table 24. Question 15: Specific metnods listed by teachers 
wh ich principals frown upon 
Method 
Progressive methods 
Student directed group work 
No methods encouraged which 
would encourage noise and 
confusion 
Pupil- teacher experiences 
in reading 
Unified social studies 
Ultra progressive methods 
Use of workbooks 
Devices 
Games for drill 
Discussion, reading groups 
Field trips 
Games and activities 
Group technique 
More freedom of movement 
in children ' s free time 
Free work groups 
Total 
Frequency 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
19 
fable 25 . Question 16: Who makes the curriculum? 
Principal and supervisors 
Principal and teachers 
Principal ' s dominating 
Other 
I 
Total 
Number 
20 
31 
10 
33 
94 
Per Cent 
100% 
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In answer to question sixteen or the question-
naire, twenty-one per cent of the teachers stated that 
the curriculum in their sch ool was drawn up by the princi-
pal and otner supervisors . Thirty-tnree per cent stated 
that their principals served as leaders but that they had 
a definite part in its planning . Eleven per cent stated 
that curriculum planning was dominated by their principals . 
or the thirty- five per cent who checked "other", most or 
them stated that they did not know who drew up the curriculum 
while a few said it was a combination of one of the first 
three choices with State Department or college experts . 
Table 26 . Question 17: Selection of textbooks 
Number Per Cent 
Principal and other 
40% supervisors 42 
Teachers 12 11% 
Teachers but principal 
dominated 52 49% 
Total 106 100% 
Only eleven per cent of the teachers questioned 
believed that they had a free hand in the selection of t heir 
textbooks . Forty per cent stated that t hey had no part 
in the selection of their textbooks while nearly half or 
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forty-nine per cent said that t hey had some choice but the 
final decision rested with t he principal . Many who checked 
the last alternative added that the principal gave them a 
particular list from which they could choose and that in 
many cases t h is list was drawn up by principals and other 
supervisors . 
Table 27 . Question 18: Is meth od of choice of textbook a 
hindrance to freedom? 
Hindrance to freedom 
Not a hindrance to freedom 
Total 
Number 
51 
19 
70 
Per Cent 
100% 
Seventy-three pe r cent of t hose questioned stated 
that if they d id not have a choice in the selection of text-
books, it would hinder their fre edom·. While t wenty-seven 
per cent stated t hat it would not be a hindrance a s most 
of tnem felt that one text was as good as another . ~'he 
write r is unable to explain the small response to t his 
question as onl y sixty-two per cent of t hose questioned chose 
to answer one way or the other. 
84 
II 
--
II 
II 
------- -~~====~====================~~~ ======= 
u 
Table 28. Question 19: Requirement of rankbook 
Required to keep rankbook 
Not required to keep rank-
book 
Total 
Number 
69 
41 
110 
Per Cent 
100% 
Teachers were required to keep a rankbook in 
sixty-three per cent of the cases questioned while thirty-
seven per cent stated tney were not required. Several 
teachers added that while they were not required to keep 
a rankbook they did so for tneir own personal use. 
'l1able 29. Question 20: Use of rankbook 
By teacher only 
By others beside teacher 
Total 
Number 
60 
26 
86 
Per Cent 
100% 
Of the teachers who claimed in question 19 that 
they kept a rankbook (wnich includes some who were not 
required to do so), seventy per cent maintained that they 
were the only persons to use this rankbook whereas thirty 
per cent stated that other people in tne school system made 
use of it. 
85 
Table 30 . Question 21 . Other users of rankbook. 
Number Per Cent 
Principal in cont'erence 
witn parent 20 43% 
Principal to check on 
teacher 5 11% 
Parents in con~erence 
witn teacher 10 21% 
Guidance Department 10 21% 
Otner 2 4/( 
Total 47 lOO% 
Of the numbers who stated that they were not 
the sole users of the rankbook, forty-three per cent 
stated the principal used it in conference with parent, 
eleven per cent that tne principal used it to check on the 
teacher, twenty-one per cent that the parents used it in 
conference with teacher, twenty- one per cent that the 
Guidance Department used it, and four per cent checked 
otner. The two people who checked other stated that their 
superintendent made use of their rankbook. 
Table 31 . Question 22 : Use of rankbook by others hindrance 
on freedom 
Number Per Cent 
Hindrance on freedom 3 15% 
Not a hindrance on free-
dom 17 85~ 
Total 20 100% 
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The responses to question twenty were very few . 
Of those who replied, eighty- five per cent did not believe 
that use of their rankbook by others would be a hindrance 
on their freedom. Only : ifteen per cent believed it would 
constitute a hindrance . The three who answered the question 
in the affirmative believed that the rankbook was the teach-
er~ own private property. 
Table 32 . Question 23: Collection of teacher~ personal records 
Records collected 
Records not collected 
Total 
Number 
28 
76 
104 
Per Cent 
100% 
Twenty- seven per cent of the teachers who answered 
this question stated that they handed in their rankbook, 
planbook, and other materials whereas seventy- three per cent 
checked that these materials were not collected. 
Most of those who answered in the affirmative 
said that these materials were collected by their super-
vising principal while a few stated that they handed these 
materials in to their superintendent while in other cases 
the guidance department asked to inspect them. 
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Table 33. Question 24 : Effect of planbook and rankbook 
on teacher ' s rating 
Has an effect 
Has no effect 
Total 
Number 
23 
69 
92 
Per Cent 
100% 
Twenty- three teachers or twenty- five per cent of 
those who answered the question maintained that their plan-
book had ad efinite effect on their rating as a teacher . 
In some cases a poor rating resulted because of the planbook 
which meant the withholding of the increment . Many of these 
teachers further maintained that their principals believed 
that "good written plans equals a good teacher." 
Seventy- five per cent maintained that the plan-
book had no effect on their rating although the teachers 
added in several cases "that they were conscious of . " 
Table 34 . Question 25 : Frequenc y of principal ' s super-
visory visit 
Number Per Cent 
Once a week 15 14% 
Once a month 24 22% 
Other 69 64~ 
Total 108 100% 
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There was a wide discrepancy in the frequency of 
supervisory visits by principals . Fourteen per cent said 
t hey were visited once a week . Twenty-two p er cent once 
a month while sixty-four p er cent checked other. The most 
common frequency written in was once or twice a year although 
in some cases there were visits of two and three times a 
week. Many teachers stated that there was no set schedule 
for their principal~ visits and in many cases the teacher 
was not visited at all formally, although t he principal 
appeared many times on errands . 
Table 35 . Question 26 a Effect of supervisory visits on 
freedom 
Number Per Cent 
A hindrance to freedom 12 11% 
No hindrance to freedom ______ 9_8 __________________ 8 __ 9%~-
Total 110 l OQ% 
Only eleven per cent of the teachers questioned 
believed that the number of supervisory visits by their 
principal was a hindrance on their freedom while eighty-
nine per cent claimed tha t t he number constituted no hin-
drance . The numb er of visits did not correlate with the 
hindrances to freedom as most teachers who were visited often 
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(once a week or less) answered question twenty-six negatively. 
Of those who answered question twenty-six positively, all 
were visited less frequently than once a week. 
'fable 36 . ~uestion 27 : Are there other hindrances to free -
dom? 
Number Per Cent 
Other hindrances to 24~ freedom 24 Ng other hindrances 75 76~ 
t freedom 
Total 99 l OO% 
Table 37 . ~uestion 27: Other hindranc es to fr eedom 
Hindrance 
Too many notices interrupt-
ing prog ram 
Too many non- educational 
duties 
Mothers vis i ting without 
appointment 
Curriculum must be covered 
Special subjects completely 
planned by supervisors 
Too many special supervisors 
Traff ic duties require teach-
ers absence : rom room 
Too large a class 
Too much emphasis on tradi-
tional discipline 
Too many visitors 
Too many student teachers 
Frequency 
5 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
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Table 37. Question 27: {Concluded) 
Hindrance 
Principal believes children 
should be seen and not heard 
Parents influence principal 
on promotion or pupils 
Classes broken up for movies, 
assemblies frequently unan-
nounced previously 
Materials not made available 
Too much freedom has no co-
ordination f rom one grade to 
next 
Freedom to move children 
around building nonexistent 
Total 
Frequency 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
31 
In answer to question twenty-seven, twenty-four 
per cent of ninety-nine teachers stated that there were 
other hindrances to their freedom in their classroom. 
Seventy-six per cent stated that they did not believe 
that there were any other hindrances to the.ir freedom. 
Table t h irty-seven lists in order of frequency 
those hindrances listed in the questionnaire by the 
individual teachers. No attemp t was made to combine dif-
ferent hindrances unless the wording was almost i dentical. 
It is interesting to notice that the !'irst three hindrances 
lis t ed which constitute over t h irty per cent of those stated 
are concerned with cla ' sroom interruptions of one s ort or 
another. 
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Table 38. question 28: Satisfaction with amount of freedom 
allowed 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Total 
Number 
105 
4 
109 
Per Cent 
100% 
When asked if they were satisfied with the 
amount of freedom they were allowed, ninety-six per cent 
of the teachers answered in the affirmative and only four 
per cent answered negatively. Tn ose who answered negatively 
restated reasons that are listed in Table thirty-seven. 
Table 39 . question 29: Opinion on supervisory aid 
Aid inadequate 
Aid adequate 
Total 
Number 
31 
77 
108 
Per Cent 
29% 
71% 
100% 
Twenty-nine per cent or thirty-one teachers were 
convinced that their principal could give them more help 
in their teaching . Seventy-one per cent felt completely 
satisfied that they were receiving all the aid possible from 
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their supervising principal. 
When asked to state , specifically, what they 
would like their principal to do which he is not doing 
at the present time, the teachers listed several specific 
suggestions which appear in Table forty . 
Table 40 . Question 30: Specific suggestion for improvement 
in principal ' s supervision 
Specific Suggestions Frequency 
Constructive criticism 
What he approves of, dis-
approves of, and why 
Be a leader 
Do more supervising 
More knowledge of primary 
methods 
Suggestions to improve 
instruction 
Explain curriculum 
Explain school policy 
Demonstration lessons 
Assist in parent- teacher 
conferences 
Meetings with teachers 
Help in planning units 
Talk over marks with teachers 
Advice on emotional problems 
of children 
More over-all school planning 
Explain curriculum 
Professional materials 
Arrange f or teacher- visiting 
days 
Suggest professional reading 
Total 
12 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
40 
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It was most interesting to note that the phrase 
"constructive criticism11 appeared on twelve different ques -
tionnaires . All comments show a great deal of thought 
and certainly offer concrete suggestions f or principals 
who are desirous of 11growing . 11 It is also noteworthy 
that these suggestions conform the "ideal" setup in the first 
chapter in this paper . 
Table 41 . Question 31 : Rating of Principal 's supervision 
Number Per Cent 
Positive 41 38% 
No discernable effect 57 52?& 
Negative 6 6% 
Other 5 4tf 
Total 109 100% 
On the rating of their supervising principals, 
thirty-eight per cent rated their supervision as positive, 
a definite help in theirteaching whereas fifty-two per cent 
could perceive no visible effect on their teaching. Six 
per cent said the supervision had a negative while four per 
cent checked "other . " 
Actually it could be stated that in sixty-two 
per cent of the cases or almost two out of three, the 
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supervision of the principal was not effective enough to be 
rated "positive . " 
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Preliminary Statements 
CHAPTER IV 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
Before stating the summaries which evolve from 
the study , the writer must state certain basic facts which 
must be taken into consideration when reading this section. 
The conclusions reached in this paper are based 
upon a limited number of replies . Vlhile it is true that 
the r eplies represent at least seventy different communities 
and at least one hundred dif ferent schools still one 
hundred and twelve responses is not enough to draw valid, 
completely reliable conclusions . 
It is also true that the writer was investigating 
a very "touchy" subj ect accor ding to some teachers and some 
principals . In some cases , certain teachers refus ed to fill 
out the questionnaire; in others the princip~ls would not 
cooperate with the writer . Thus while all responses were 
given equal strength , it must be assumed that some answers 
were not completely valid. 
It is also important to remember that it is ex-
tremely dif ficult to measur e objectively the amount of 
freedom that one actually has or t o measure objectively 
the supervision one experiences . Thus, while the writer 
tried to be explicit as possible in the questionnaire, it 
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must further be assumed that those questioned misinterpreted 
some questions or some of the objective responses . Keeping 
this in mind , the writer will attempt to summarize the 
findings which appear from the information obtained. 
Supervision Depends on the Individual Principal 
Supervision in the elementary schools would cer-
tainly appear to depend on the individual and not on the 
individual school system. In other words no school system 
appears to have any set program of supervision for their 
supervising principal; the principal plans his own program. 
In some cases questionnaires were returned from 
six di f ferent teachers teaching in six dif ferent schools 
under six different principals but all in the same community. 
There appeared in these six questionnaires many differences 
in the amount of freedom allowed and in the quality of the 
supervision. 
It can also be concluded that in every community 
that has more than one supervising principal that there are 
some excellent principals, some good principals, some fair 
principals . It was not uncommon for a teacher in school A 
of a community to rate here principal "positive, a definite 
help in my teaching," while another teacher in school B of 
that same community rate her principal as "negative, I 
could do a better job without him. " 
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Correlation of Experience and Amount of Supervision 
As was pointed out in chapter three of this 
paper , there was a wide difference in the number of years 
experience of the teachers surveyed. Yet, the writer could 
find no correlation between the amount of s upervision g iven 
a teacher and that teacher's years of experience. It can 
be said that in almost all cases if a principal supervises, 
he supervises everyone to the same extent . In one case, 
it was the policy of a principal to visit h is teachers once 
a week . He had in one of his schools a first-year teacher 
and then in another one with t h irty-eight years experience . 
He visited both once a week. In another case, which is 
common, a principal did visit a f irst-year teacher once or 
twice a year while he visited a teacher of twenty-five 
years experience once or twice a year . 
Differences Between Male and Female Principals 
In all the cases surveyed , the number of female 
principals outnumbered the number of male principals to 
a small extent . However, there appeared to be no difference 
in the amount or the kind of supervision g iven by both. Once 
again , it can be said that if a principal supervi ses , he 
sup ervis es regardless of sex . 
Size of Town and Amount of Supervision 
The amount and kind of supervision does not seem 
to var y accor ding to the size of the town . There were good 
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principals in very small towns, in medium-size towns and 
in large cities; the same could be said of poor principals . 
It is true that many t eachers in large areas have 
more supervision than those in small areas, but a great deal 
of that is due t o the fact that in urban areas there are many 
supervisors other than the principal . 
There is an exception to the above statement 
and that is in the instances where a principal is also 
a teacher . This occurs more of ten in rural areas where 
schools are smaller and in those instances a principal could 
do very little supervising. 
Principals Do Not Supervise Enough 
One of the most obvious conclusions the writer 
can gain from this study is that principals do not super-
vis e enough . The writer wonders how much some principals 
have grown since the days t hey were "glorified clerks." 
There are many t hing s which can b e given to 
substantiate such a bold statement . Fift~- eight per cent 
or sixty-three teachers out of one hundr ed and nine main-
tained that the supervision by their principal which they 
exp Lrienced has no effect on their teaching or in some cases 
has even a negative effect. 
In the case of supervisory visits, only ten teachers 
stat ed that their principal made more or less regular visits 
to their classroom. Most agre ed t hat the visit by their 
principal was a haphazard affair and in no c ase , although 
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it wasn't asked for, did a teacher state that a principal 
notified her or a coming visit . 
Also , when twelve teachers specifically list 
11 constructive criticism" as a procedure which they w ould 
like their principal to carry out, and when they list the 
manyactivities incl uded in Table 40 f or improving a princi-
pal's supervision, and when one compares the frequency or 
those suggestions with the limited scope or this paper, then 
one can conclude that the supervision there is limited. 
Teachers and Supervision 
It is the writer's opinion gained from evidence 
that the teachers as a whole do not like supervision. Time 
and time again there appeared the phrases, "I like my princi-
pal because I never see him," or "I'm happ i er when I'm 
left alone . " The reasons for such an attitude are 
not within the scope of t h is paper. 
When asked the question, "Do you feel that 
your principal could g ive you more adequate help by means 
of h is supervision?" seventy-one per cent answered "no . " 
Yet, only thirty- eight per cent rated the supervision 
as "positive, a definite help in my teaching . " Thus, if 
teachbr s enjoyed or understood real supervision certainly 
more of them would have answered the above question in the 
aff irmative. 
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Principals Allow Enough Freedom 
It can be definitely stated according to the 
evidence in this paper that the principals allow their 
teachers enough f r eedom in most cases although in many 
situations this freedom is merely disconcern. 
A great deal of fre edom is allowed in planning, 
in method and in time scheduling . In over half of the 
cases, a teacher ' s planbook is never checked; she is allowed 
to change her time s ch edule almost at will and in ninety-six 
per cent of the cases the teacher stated she was satisfied 
with the amount of fre edom she is allowed. 
As was stated above, a lot of this freedom is 
disconcern on the part of the principal justifi ed or unjusti -
fled . Many teachers maintained that they l id not know if 
there was a curriculum f or their grade subj ects . Many 
suggested several things which their principal should do 
whic~ in effect mi ght limit their freedom . In other words, 
many teachers would desire that the principal take a more 
active interest in the teacher, in the classroom and in the 
problems she has to me. 
On the other hand , there is some evidence that 
teachers endure restriction without awareness or complaint . 
When asked i f they did not have a part in the choice of 
textbooks would they feel this a hindrance on their freedom, 
twenty- seven per cent said 11 no" and f orty per cent did not 
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bother to answer. In the case of supervisory visits , only 
twelve per cent thought they were a hindrance to their 
freedom; yet about twenty per cent were visited more often 
than once a week . 
There were other indications throughout some 
of the questionnaires tha t showed that a teacher was re-
stricted in many , many areas yet that teacher felt she 
had adequate freedom. Thus, if a teacher is satisf ied, there 
would appear to be only slicht chance t or improvement if 
improvement is needed. 
It is the writer's opinion that the supervision 
of a principal can stand a great deal of improvement . 
Great progress has no doubt been made in the past twenty-
five years . Everyday teachers are playing a more important 
part in the f ormulation of school policy. Some are ex-
p t rimenting , under the watchful eye of their principal , 
with new methods in the classroom. This is the situation 
tha t should occur in all schools : or it is stated in Chapter 
I, that a principal's job is justified only to the extent 
t hat he improves instruction in h is school. Every day 
we are getting more and more principals who fulfill that 
qualifi cation. It can be truly stated that education is 
not only chang ing but that it is progressing. 
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CHAPTER V 
PROBLEMS FOR FURTHER REASEARCH 
1 . An interesting problem for further researchwould be an 
investigation of why teachers dislike supervision. It 
a ppears obvious that teachers dislike supervision whether 
young or old, whether in their first year of teach ing or 
in their thirtieth year . 
2 . The present questionnaire, revised and refined and sent 
to a much greater number of teachers would aid in our 
knowledge of supervisory practices . This could be done 
within the State of Massachusetts or within any area 
of the United States . 
3 . An interesting problem would be to prepare a question-
naire for a teacher and one for the principal . These 
would be filled out by the teacher and by her supervis-
ing principal . A comparison could then be made on what 
the teacher thinks of a principal's supervision with 
the principals own ideas on supervision. 
4 . Supervision varies from school to school . How a s ys tem-
wide plan of supervision set up in a community for all 
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supervising principals to f ollow with, of course, some 
deviation would pres ent another possibility. A check 
could be made to see if teachers would prefer "standard-
ized supervision" by their principal or var ying super-
vision. 
5 . An investigation could be made of supervisory practices 
many years ag owith t hose of today. The met hod would be 
to ask~achers with over twenty- five years experience 
the supervisory practices then and compare with those of 
today. 
6 . To measure the amount of freedom that a teacher experi-
ences is extremely dif ficult . Thus there is t he oppor-
tunity to formulate a more valid instrumen t by which 
this amount of fre edom could be obj ectively calculated. 
This then could be compared with the amount that s hould 
be allowed according to e ducational leaders and the devia-
tion accurately f i gured out . 
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THE ORIGINAL QUESTIONNAIRE 
Fellon Teacher, 
As a ~esult of my tesnhinB experiences, colleBe studies and 
obser\rations.of educational practieee, ! have become interested in 
the question of how much freedoM the eleMent~ school teucher 1s 
allowed in her classroom by his ol.~ her supP.:rvis1nc; principal .. 
Some principals a.llo\·~· their teachers P.J.no .,t compl£te freedoTI'l in 
plann:tnth mathod 0 etc. r while others believe a !500d school cannot 
be well orr:nnized unless the pr1no1!>al checks even small details. 
Sol!le principals believe a teacher !n tho classroor!l can best see 
what needs to be done wr~le others s~· thet ~ho principal, because 
of his vast experiences and w:tdor lmoJJlcdr;e o:f t:1e edUt!B't1 onal 
p:r·ogram lmovJs best. Soma pr1no1pals {=l..Jld teaoho:r.s sey the best 
tencher is one left alone • and one who consu.11ia with the principal 
only when problems arise; othors believe freedoM in plrulllins, 
rnet!10d• etc., lead northe:re in education for teachers, as other people, 
need help, and yet ~eldom ask for 1te 
To attenpt to clarify this probleM, I have devised the following 
questionnaire. Your help in c;i vina honest~ clear snst-.ers will 
contribute 5reatly to the value of MY s~udyo You need not ~ve 
your nru!le ns it has no benr:tne; on tha outcorteo 
~hank you ve~J nucho 
F. 
Town i n 1'\'hich you teach·( 
Nu~bP.r of years experience ·-----------------------------------------------Grad e you 'teach'( 
AnT')roxiM~te si ""e oTtm·m or city·! 
Frinc:!..pal in chc·rt•e of ono school only? 
~ncipP.l in char~e of nore ~h~n one ochool? 
NumbeT o~ tenchers 1n bu1ld1nr,r 
PA!N' II 
Yes 
----Ye .... __ _ 
\"ihcn cheokincr "othern please explain in detail what you menn. 
Are you ~eq ui!"ed to make 
a. by the day? 
b. by the v. eck? 
Cc> other 
a lesson plan? 
~ ~ 
2. Is this lesson plan checked by 1,he principal? 
a. by tJ,e day ( ) 
b. by tl!e week? ( ) 
c. other 
no __ _ 
No 
---
:;. Is approval of 1our lesson ~la~ by superiors required prior to its use? 
Yes ( ) No ( ) 
4. Is the principle purpose of ~his lesson ~lan for 
a. the teacher ( ) 
b. the nr1ncipnl ( ) 
c. other 
5. Are you required to include any of the follow1n~ in your lesson plan? 
Please check below: 
a. Nr-~e of book to be used (~ l b. Pa:7e of book 
o. Particular objective of that dally l~'>sson. 
d. 1-~etrods of teac'·inr:; to be UC3ed ( ) 
e. Place and p~ffe you hnve ~tt ~ned in your 
own school curriculum. ( ) 
f. Place and pn~e you have A~t 1ned in State 
cu..-r-rt cul UI!l. ( ) 
6. If desirRble or necessary can you oh6nLe your le.son pl 1 at will. 
Yes ( ) No t ) 
7. If ansv·e-:r to question 6 is o • procen.u.re JTIUS t ,,..rou o .. h.rough 
to chc.nrre your 1 sson pl.au. 
S. Are yo !'equ1reC1 to ht:.ve a tine so edule of olass pe-riods for . c}. d ~. 
Yes ( ) Ro ( ) 
If answe!' is Yes, is its use 
a. for you alone ( ) 
b i'OY' oto1 "l('i ""1' 
c. 
·I 
r 
of tu 
nd t aoher < 
1Et1ve. 
•• 
ct 1 o by .. uu:- P""'illOJ. r' 
n, umlers, ' ,... ) 
.. J 0 
' 
I ' 
J ' 3 
17. \:1as the OlL"'TiculW'l or course of study in your scJ ool dr ... wn up by: 
18. 
19. 
20. 
a. Principal and other supervisors a.¥td/or other admini:Jtretors ( ) 
b. ~ne teacters nith principal as a lender. ( ) 
c. The teachers but dominated by the principal. ( ) 
d. Others 
In the selection oi' textbooks for your school. is thn choice n'lde by: 
a. Principal and other supervisors an~or other ndrni.ni._t,r .tors. ( ) 
b. By teachers at the su~~ention of the principal. ( ) 
c. By the teachers but m11h the pr1nc1paJ. 1 s direction. t ) 
I~ you do not h~ve a part 1n the choice of textbook for your cl:s3roon 
would you feel that this ~ould be a hindrance to the freedom of 
your teachill8.! Yes ( ) No ( ) 
Plee.se explain: 
In yQU!' sohool are you required to keep a Tanl{book or record of rmrks? 
Yes { ) No ( ) 
21. Are you the only person to u~e and inspect this rankbook? Yes ( ) no ( 
22. If answer to question 19 is "no" check one or MOTe 
a. Principal use is in conference \'!1 th parent 
b. Prino!pnl uses it to check on tencher 
c. Pa--rents Rre allO\"Jed to use it 1n conf'e!'ence 
d. (;uidanoe <\ep~rtl'lent unes 1t in its r.or.k 
e. O+,hcr 
of the follow1~: 
( ) 
( ) 
\"Ji th tcncher ( ) 
( ) 
If any of the altornntives in question #20 are chE-cked, do you thilll'" this 
~ould interfere '~it~ the freedo~ you should hnve in your classroom: 
Yes ( ) lio ( ) 
Please explain: 
Is your rankbook, plonbook, T.ests. or AnY other ~~~crials of your o\m 
collected at the end of the year? Yes ( ) No ( ) 
If so, by whom: 
noes the plan book or rankbook :1nve any effect on you:r rotin~ m.:: c. tc.:'chtc 
by the principal? Yes ( ) ( No ( ) 
M.e<"'se explain: 
26. 
27. 
Approx1..M: t;cly h')~. oftea does you"'~" princ": 1 obs'·r,tE ;} ou in your 
clnssrooi!l? 
e. Onoe a r.eek 
be Once n n?nth 
c. 01;her 
( } 
( ) 
------------------·- ------~-~· 
Do you feel l;hfl-; ";l c nunber of superviaory visi t3 :, de b•r v >U::: !)rincipr~l is a hindTc.noc upon your fret~do~ in -:J-.c clr<surooLtt? 
Yes ( ) No ( ) 
P.JU~ IV 
28. ~eaides t' e ones Ment10ned in this quest1onncire, ·re tt er ~, 
other hin 1ra"'loes upon tl":e :frecdoo you must endure in the T.UJ"L ~ne 
of your classroomY Please liGt. 
n. 
b. 
c. 
ATe you s~ tisf1ed th~t the principal allows you rn!')u-: 
the plt.:rmin~ and the oarry!n:-: out of "":ihe plr.ns fo.: t~1e 
o:f yoU!"' clas .:room·~ Yes ( ) ITo ( ) 
PleP ·a cxplP.in · 
----------·-------~------- - . 
-------------------- ~---~~-----------=== 
THE REVISED QUESTIONNAIRE 
Fellow Trucher : 
As c result of my tenchine experi ences , college studies 
and observations of educatibhdl practices , I have become 
int e r ested i n the question of how much freedom the e l ementary 
school teacher is and should be allowed in her classroom 
by her supervising principal . 
Some principals allow their teachers almost complete 
freedom i n planning , mBthod , e tc ., . while others b e lieve 
a good school cannot b e \'Jell organized unless the principal 
che cks e v e n ~he small details . Some principals believe a 
t eacher in the classroom can best see what n eeds to b e done 
while othe rs say that the principal , because of his vast 
experiences and wider knowledge of the e ducat ional program, 
knows best . Some principals and teachers say the best 
teacher is one l eft a lone , and one who consults with the 
principal only whe n prob l ems arise ; others bel i eve freedom 
in planning , method , e tc ., l e ad nowhere in cducct ion for 
tenchers , as othe r people , n eed help , and y e t seldom ask for it . 
To attempt to clarify this problem , I have devised the 
following questionnaire . Your h e lp in giving honest , clear 
answers will contribute greatl y to th~ value of my study. 
You ne ed not give your name as it has no bearing on the 
outcome . 
Thank you ve r y much. 
P1~RT I 
Town in which you teDch ( I f you do not object) 
N~mner of years experience? ------------·---------
Gra~e you t each? 
----,-....,..-A'i)}Jf'C.Xj r.w te s ~. z e oi' 1.otm c :r cit y? 
P!' .n~:. .J!J:C.. j n '..:~.a rso o1' ' T E' SG~ool cnl:f?--y8~-----·· ~T') 
:N·J :-I~;e·' of t"ac1·.f r s :i.r: 'J.~~.Jd 1ng? 
F·"u:r ·:.. _. ':l L :'..s o:_8 0 e. tE:··.._r:he r yes l\o 
p_·,;..r r..:1r'J·!.. .. -~'l'!lr or : 'r;maJ.o 
PAr-\T II 
~ ~hen che c:c.r.r '' c·~hC' l~' : please explain 1n deatll what you mean . 
l . 
2 . 
Are yn~ r9~.~red to make 
? l -1 t.he day? 
b. >~.r t~1.e week? 
c , oth er 
a lesson plan or any VITitten plans? 
( ) 
( ) 
I s this l e sson pl an checked by the principal ? Yes No 
a. oft '3n ( ) 
b . nev '3 r ( ) 
c . o ccusional ly ( ) 
d . other 
3. Is approval of your lesson )lan by suueriors requ ired prior 
to its use 7 Yes No 
4 . Is the principle purpos e of this lesson plan f or : 
a . the substitute ) 
b . the teache r ) 
c . the principal ) 
d . other 
5 . If desirable or necess ary can you chan~ e your l esson plan 
at will? Yes No 
6 . I f answer to question 5 is No , what proc edure must you go 
throu,.h to chang e your plans? 
7 . Are you required to h ave a time schedule of class periods 
for each day? Ye~ No 
I f answer is Yes, is its use : a . for you alone ( 
b . for nrincipa l ' s use ( 
c . other 
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8 . What would be the reaction i f a principal; upon entering your 
room found you teac~ing something not on your lesson plan or 
time schedule? 
a . no particular reaction ( ) 
b . approval obvious if lesson is goinr, well ( ) 
c. other 
PART III 
9 • Do you have a curriculum developed by your school or town for 
your grade l evel? Yes No 
10 . In r6gard to this curriculum, please check the following: 
a . Littl e use is rr.ade of the curriculum ) 
b . Referral i s made to the curriculum by 
the teacher as she feels it necessary. ) 
c . Strict compliance with the curriculum 
i s r equired hy the principal ) 
d . Curriculum or course of study is actually 
a lesson ul an and so teacher can us e 
little of her own iniative . 
11 . What would be the r eaction by your principal if you were ahead 
or behind the curriculum a Check one 
a . Approval as he ,;a ins understanding of the ) 
t he s i tua tion . 
b • No pa r ticul ar r eaction as c l nssroom is 
t eacher ' s conce rn• ) 
c . Explanat1on rcq~ir ed as it is a E:;ainst 
school policy . ) 
d . other 
12 • If no l e sson plan iS r equired , 1oes a curriculum or prepared 
course of study s e rve as a lesson plan for you ? Yes ( ) No ( ) 
13 . Are you allowed to use any methods you ple ase in your class -
room as l ong a s they nre educationally sound? Yes ( ) No ( ) 
14 • Are there certain tea chi nz me thods which you a re r equired to 
us e by your pr1ncipal? If so , pl ease list below. Yes ( )No ( ) 
15 . 
a • 
b. 
c. 
Are there any me thods you would desire to use which your 
principa l frowns upon ? If so , pl eas~ list below . Yes( ) No( 
a . 
b . 
c . 
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1 6 . Was t he curriculum or course of study in your school drawn 
up by : 
a . Principal and other supervisors and/or other admin -
istrator s ) 
b . The t eachers with pr i ncipal as a l eader ) 
c . The teachdrs but domi nated by the p~inc ipal ) 
d . Ot~1.ors 
17 . I n the selection of t extbooks for your school , i s the c ~ o ice 
made by: 
a . Pr irc i pal and othc r suoervis ors and/ or oth ~,r admin i s -
tra tors ) 
b . By coachers at t~~ suzgestion of the pr1ncipal ) 
c . By t:1c tencht-rs but with tile ')l'.i.nc:nnl'~ dircct:t.on ) 
18 . If you do not huve a ~art i n the cnoicc of textboo~ for your 
classroom , •voul d ;ou ::· .:: ~1 th t t :1 is wc;llld be a h.1.ndr nnco to 
the fruedorn o:i your t ...;,~ching? Y s 1;o 
Plt ...t se explai:1 : 
19 . I n your school arc your rcqu::..r~d to keep a r ar.kbook or r ecord 
of rn r rKS? Yes No 
20 . Ar e yell t he only p~rson to use ~nd insptct this r ankbook? 
Y~"S No 
21. I f ans\'70r to aucs t1o~ 20 , is "no" check one or more of the 
f ol l ow:.ng : 
a . Pr 1nci~al U:J ~" 1 .3 :i.n con.fcrcnce ·vith n::t rent ( ) 
b . Princi'"l,•l •w e s tt to chcc..-{ on tca0hor ( ) 
c . Purcnt3 Lr ~ allo ;cd to use it i r. con:cr encc 
·vlth t~..- :ch ::- r 
d . Guidance de11Lrt.nunt us es it in i ts work 
e . Oth:.. r 
22 . If any of the alt·~ rn'l-;ives ::..n quustion 21 " rc checked , do 
you think th.:.s would. ·_ntcr.fere ·· i th t :1c fre edom you should 
h nve in your clarsr oo1? Yes no 
Plocse .... xpl'l.1.n : 
23 . I s your ran~booK , planbook , tuscs , or any o th er mctor~als 
of your own ooll uctod [;t t L .... nd of t he yc ~ r? Yes __ No 
If so , by wl".orn : 
24 . Do~ s tLe pl an bark or rankbook h&vc 
as a t~ach~r by the princ.1.pal? Yes 
Plo~se explain : 
nn~ eff ~ ct on your rating 
No 
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25 . A;-,proxima t ely how often doe s your principa l observe your 
t eaching in your clas sroom : 
a . Once a week ( ) 
b . Onc e a month ( ) 
c . Ot h er 
26 . Do you f eel t~~t the numbe r of sup~rvlsory visits mad e by 
your princ i pal and o ther sup~rv isory techni qu es a r e a hin-
dranc e upon your f r eedom i n the cl ass~oom ? Yes No • 
PART IV 
27. Besides the ones mP-ntioned 1n thi s questionnai re , are t her e 
any oth~r hindrun~C;;S U?On t h e freecc::-1 you must endure i n the 
runnine of your classroom : Yes No 
Please liJt : 
------·--------
28 . Arc you sntis f i cd that t~c princ i pa l L: lows you enough free -
dom i n t he pl a::1nin<; a~4d t h e c ar ry lng ct.:. t of t he p l ans f or 
the tcachinr of your cJa3sr o0m? Y~s No 
Pleas e exnl a i~ : 
29 . Do you f eel t hut your p r i ncipa l coul d g~v c you more 
adequa t e hel p by means of hi s supervision? Yes No 
30 . If yes to question 29 , wha t t hing or thinr,s wou l d you like 
him to do? 
c . 
31 . Would you r ate tho supJrvis ion g i ven you by your Princi pal as : 
) 1 . Posi t ive, a Ccfinite ~clp i n ffiY tcac~ing 
) 2 . Has no aff,c t thut I am conscicus of 
) 3 . negat ive , I could do a better J Ob if he l l ft 
r.J~ alone 
) 4 . othor 
